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Tietoyhteiskunnan ja uusliberalismin diskurssit ovat viime aikoina 
syrjäyttäneet modernit humanistiset projektit Aotearoan/Uuden-Seelannin 
koulutuksessa. Tietoyhteiskunnan diskursseihin sisältyy tietoon ja oppimiseen 
liittyviä käsitteellisiä muutoksia. Tässä väitöskirjaraportissa (johon liittyy myös 
neljä julkaistua artikkelia) esitän, että sekä uusliberaalit tietoyhteiskunnan 
käytännöt että modernit humanistiset näkökulmat asettavat koulutuksen 
ympäristöön levitessään merkittäviä haasteita toiseuteen kohdistuvan episteemisen 
väkivallan muodossa. Kuten Mouffe (2005) et al (Mignolo, 2011; Todd, 2009) 
ovat korostaneet, uusliberaalit ja humanistiset projektit ovat epäonnistuneet 
näyttävästi monisysteemisellä tasolla. Seurauksena on tarve kouluttaa, ajatella ja 
nähdä toisin, mikä vaatii myös kykyä oppia toisin. Uhmaten omassa käytännön 
opetustyössäni kohtaamiani kriittisen humanismin rajoituksia ja niiden opettajaksi 
koulutettavien, joiden parissa teen työtäni, hyvinkin ilmeistä liberaalia 
humanismia, esitän tässä työssäni alustavasti eräitä jälkikriittisiä strategioita, jotka 
voivat tarjota mahdollisuuksia eettiseen relationaalisuuteen toiseuden suhteen. 
Opettajankoulutuksen, erityisesti liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen ja 
palveluoppimisen sosiaalisen oikeudenmukaisuuden mahdollisuuksien 
motivoimana tämän tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli tutkia kriittisesti, miten 
palveluoppimisen ja liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen erilaisia käsitteellistymisiä 
tulkitaan erilaisista teoreettisista ja pedagogisista näkökulmista lähtien. 
Kiinnostuksen kohteena oli erityisesti sen ymmärtäminen, miten erilaisten 
teoreettisten ja pedagogisten näkökulmien kautta voidaan mahdollistaa eettinen 
relationaalisuus toiseuden (jossa toiseus määritellään itseyteen nähden radikaalisti 
toisenlaiseksi) suhteen sosiaalisen oikeudenmukaisuuden mahdollisuuksien 
edistämiseksi yhteisön ja koulutuksen kontekstissa. Tähän tutkimukseen 
vaikuttaneita toisiinsa yhteydessä olevia konteksteja olivat: a) tiedon ja oppimisen 
muuttuvat käsitteellistymiset nykyisessä kasvatusajattelussa, b) globaalin 
kansalaiskasvatuksen (GCE) teoreettiset ja pedagogiset mahdollisuudet ja 
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rajoitteet ja c) seuraukset liikuntakasvatuksen, liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen ja 
palveluoppimisen opetussuunnitelmien kannalta. Tämän tutkimuksen keskeisiä 
teemoja, jossa nämä toisiinsa yhteydessä olevat käsitteet yhdistyivät, oli erilaisuus 
ja diversiteetti, varsinkin eettinen relationaalisuus toiseuden suhteen. Kaksi tätä 
tutkimusta ohjannutta pääkysymystä olivat: Millaista suhtautumista erilaisuuteen 
liikuntakasvatuksen ja liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen erilaiset diskurssit 
mahdollistavat ja rajoittavat? Millaisia mahdollisuuksia ja ongelmia 
palveluoppimisen kriittiset ja jälkikriittiset rakennelmat nostattavat? 
Tutkimuksessa oli kaksi vaihetta. Ensimmäisen vaiheen aikana käytettiin 
tutkimusmenetelmänä itsetutkiskelua ja analysoitiin kriittisesti omaa 
opetuskäytäntöä Aotearoan/Uuden-Seelannin liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen 
kontekstissa, jossa kirjoittaja työskentelee. Tutkijaa kiinnosti erityisesti se, miten 
tiedon ja oppimisen muuttuvat käsitteellistymiset voivat vaikuttaa 
liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen ja palveluoppimisen opetussuunnitelmien ja 
pedagogiikan muotoutumiseen. Erityisenä painopisteenä olivat vaihtelevat 
käsitykset eettisestä relationaalisuudesta toiseuden suhteen. Itsetutkiskelun 
tulokset johtivat teoreettisen kehyksen kehittelyyn, jossa erilaisuuteen ja 
toiseuteen suhtautumisen erilaiset diskurssit situoitiin soveltaen teknisistisiä 
(uusliberaaleja tietoyhteiskunnan) diskursseja, liberaaleja ja kriittisiä humanistisia 
sekä jälkikriittisiä näkökulmia. Tämä suurelta osin globaaliin 
kansalaiskasvatukseen liittyvän kirjallisuuden pohjalta rakenneltu kehys piti 
sisällään varhaisen kehitelmän jälkikriittisestä teoreettisesta ja pedagogisesta 
opettajankoulutuksen mahdollisuudesta nimenomaan 
liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen ja palveluoppimisen kontekstissa. Toisessa 
vaiheessa tätä teoreettista kehystä sovellettiin monimetodiseen tutkimukseen, 
jossa tiedonkeruuseen käytettiin kysely- ja haastattelututkimusta. Tietoja kerättiin 
ja analysoitiin ensimmäisen vuoden liikunnanopettajaopiskelijoilta, jotka 
edustavat tutkijallekin työskentely-ympäristönä tuttua Aotearoan/Uuden-
Seelannin yliopistokontekstia. Tämän vaiheen tarkoituksena oli tutkia 
liikunnanopettajaopiskelijoiden käsityksiä globaalista kansalaisuudesta 
erityishuomion ollessa niissä tavoissa, joilla heidän käsitystään toiseudesta 
tulkittiin erilaisista teoreettisista näkökulmista. Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittivat, 
että suurimmalla osalla siinä mukana olleista oli yksikulttuurinen tausta. Tulokset 
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osoittivat myös, että osallistujat turvautuivat valtaosaltaan liberaalin humanismin 
näkökulmiin suhtautumisessaan relationaalisuuteen toiseuden suhteen, mihin 
kuului etnokeskisyyden, pelastusopin ja paternalismin muotoja sekä 
universalistista samanlaisuuden halua. Syntetisoimalla ja yhdistelemällä tietoja 
tutkimuksen ensimmäisestä ja toisesta vaiheesta voitiin tarkastella niitä lukuisia 
tapoja, joilla eettinen relationaalisuus toiseuden suhteen ymmärretään 
liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen kontekstissa, jossa tutkija itse työskentelee. Näin 
kehiteltiin jälkikriittinen teoreettinen ja pedagoginen vaihtoehto, jonka avulla 
voitaisiin ratkaista joitakin humanistisiin näkökulmiin luonnostaan liittyviä 
rajoitteita. Lopuksi tutkin liikunnanopettajakoulutuksen ja palveluoppimisen 
kontekstiin suunnitellun jälkikriittisen käytännön merkitystä sekä kyseiseen 
käytäntöön mahdollisesti liittyviä haasteita ja rajoituksia. 
 




Knowledge society and neoliberal discourses have recently supplanted 
modern humanistic projects in Aotearoa/New Zealand education. Knowledge 
society discourses include conceptual shifts in knowledge and learning. In this 
doctoral report (which also includes four published articles) I argue that both 
neoliberal knowledge society practices and modern humanistic perspectives 
present significant challenges as epistemic violence toward the Other pervade 
education settings. As Mouffe (2005) and others (Mignolo, 2011; Todd, 2009) 
have pointed out, neoliberal and humanistic projects have failed spectacularly on 
multi-systemic levels. There is a consequential need to educate, to think, and to 
see Otherwise: To do this requires the ability to learn Otherwise. Challenging 
limitations of critical humanism that I encountered in my own teaching practice, 
and challenging liberal humanism so evident among the pre-service teachers with 
whom I work, in this thesis I provisionally suggest postcritical strategies which 
may offer possibilities for ethical relationality toward the Other. 
Motivated by social justice possibilities for teacher education, and for 
physical education teacher education (PETE) and service-learning (S-L) 
specifically, the aim of this study was to critically examine how varying 
conceptualisations of S-L and PETE are interpreted across a range of different 
theoretical and pedagogical perspectives. I was particularly interested in 
understanding how ethical relationality with the Other (where the Other is defined 
as one radically different to oneself) may be enabled through different theoretical 
and pedagogical perspectives in order to advance possibilities for social justice 
within community and education contexts. Interrelated contexts shaped and 
informed this study and these include: (a) shifting conceptualisations of 
knowledge and learning in contemporary educational thinking; (b) theoretical and 
pedagogical possibilities and limitations of global citizenship education (GCE); 
and (c) curriculum implications for Physical Education (PE), PETE and S-L. A 
central theme of this study that connected these interrelated concepts together was 
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difference and diversity, specifically ethical relationality with the Other. The two 
main research questions guiding this study were: What types of engagement with 
difference are enabled and constrained by different discourses in PE and PETE? 
And what possibilities and difficulties emerge in critical and postcritical 
frameworks of S-L?  
There were two phases to this study. During phase one I used a self-study 
research methodology to critically analyse my own teaching practice within the 
Aotearoa/New Zealand PETE context where I work. I was particularly interested 
in exploring the ways in which shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and 
learning could impact upon PETE and S-L curriculum and pedagogy formations, 
with a specific focus on varying understandings of ethical relationality with the 
Other. The findings of the self-study led to the development of a theoretical 
framework which situated different discourses of engagement with difference, and 
with the Other, by applying technicist (neo-liberal, knowledge society discourses), 
liberal and critical humanistic, and postcritical perspectives. This framework, 
developed in large part by drawing upon GCE literature, included the early 
development of a postcritical theoretical and pedagogical possibility for teacher 
education, specifically PETE and S-L contexts. During phase two, I applied this 
theoretical framework to a mixed methods research study which utilized survey 
and interview data collection methods. I collected and analysed data from first 
year PETE students in the Aotearoa/New Zealand university context where I 
work. The purpose of this phase was to investigate PETE students’ understandings 
of global citizenship, with a particular focus on the ways in which their 
understandings of the Other were interpreted across a range of theoretical 
perspectives. Findings from this study indicated that the majority of participants 
came from monocultural backgrounds. Findings also indicated that participants 
overwhelmingly drew upon liberal humanism perspectives when considering 
relationality with the Other, and this included patterns of ethnocentrism, 
salvationism and paternalism, and universalist desires for sameness. By 
synthesising and integrating data from phase one and two of this study, I was able 
to consider the varied ways in which ethical relationality with the Other is 
understood within the PETE context in which I work. Consequently, I developed a 
postcritical theoretical and pedagogical possibility that may address some of the 
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limitations inherent within humanist perspectives. Finally, I explored the 
implications of a postcritical practice for PETE and S-L contexts, including some 
of the challenges and limitations that such a practice may present.  
Keywords: poststructuralism, postcritical, global citizenship education, physical 
education teacher education, service-learning
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Inspired by the teachings of St Francis, Dr Paula Scraba (2011) presents a 
hopeful vision of service-learning (S-L) in physical education (PE) and physical 
education teacher education (PETE) by proposing that it may be practiced in an 
“attitude of peace, on behalf of social justice, and with a deep and abiding respect 
for all creation” (p. 26). Furthermore, Scraba contends that through S-L in PETE 
“educators can develop values and commitment to providing a blend of social 
responsibility and justice education” (p. 27). Motivated by social justice 
possibilities for S-L in PETE, and for PETE generally, the aim of this study was 
to critically examine how varying conceptualisations of S-L and PETE are 
interpreted across a range of different theoretical and pedagogical perspectives. I 
was particularly interested in understanding how ethical relationality with the 
Other1 may be enabled through different theoretical and pedagogical perspectives 
in order to advance social justice within community and education contexts. This 
interest led to an investigation of traditional modernist perspectives including 
liberal and critical humanism, as well as post-traditional2 thought. 
The interrelated contexts which shape and inform this study and these 
include: (a) the shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning3 in 
contemporary societies and educational literature; (b) theoretical and pedagogical 
possibilities and limitations of global citizenship education (GCE); and (c) 
                                                 
1 I use the term Other throughout this summary report in a Levinasian sense to describe one who is 
radically different to oneself (see for example, Levinas, trans. 1987). 
 
2 I use the term ‘post-traditional’ to include a range of post-perspectives which question modernist, 
Enlightenment thinking including ideas of absolute truth, fixed realities, and stable subjectivities. 
Post-traditional thought includes a range of varied theoretical orientations including, but not 
limited to postmodernism, poststructuralism and postcolonialism.   
 
3 This concept is described in detail in the next chapter. It relates to the way in which 
understandings of knowledge and learning are shifting within postmodern, post-industrial 
knowledge societies.  
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corresponding curriculum implications for PE, PETE and S-L (see Figure 1). As 
my awareness and understanding of the shifting nature of knowledge and learning 
unfolded toward post-traditional possibilities, I began to draw increasingly upon 
GCE literature which provided me with theoretical understandings of engagement 
with difference and diversity, as well as conceptual tools, and pedagogical 
approaches. GCE tools helped in the formation of PETE and S-L theoretical and 
pedagogical possibilities toward a situated social justice focus for the context in 
which I work. The central theme of this study that connects the interrelated 
concepts together is the importance of an ethical approach to difference and 
diversity, specifically ethical relationality with the Other. The two main research 
questions guiding this study were: What types of engagement with difference are 
enabled and constrained by different discourses in PE and PETE? And what 
possibilities and difficulties emerge in critical and postcritical4 frameworks of  
S-L? 
 
Figure 1. Interrelated Contexts of the Study  
 
  
                                                 
4 I use the term postcritical to signify both an interrogation of the limitations of a critical 
pedagogical framework practiced within a modernist paradigm, and also to signify a continuation 















There are two interrelated phases to this study and each phase has been 
informed by using different research methodologies. In the first phase I utilised a 
self-study research methodology in order to critically examine my own teaching 
practice in light of shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning. In the 
second phase, a mixed methods research methodology was used to investigate 
PETE students’ understandings of global citizenship, with a particular focus on 
the ways in which their understandings of the Other were interpreted across a 
range of theoretical perspectives. This report includes publications that resulted 
from the self-study, a more detailed description of the self-study, and a description 
of unpublished work resultant from the mixed methods study. In this chapter I 
provide an outline the overall report structure, situate the study, present the 
research questions, and provide a brief description of each of the four articles that 
formed part of the PhD study5.  
In the next chapter I contextualise the study through a critique of the current 
educational context within Aotearoa6/New Zealand. I explore the curriculum 
implications for shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning and the 
ways in which these are interpreted through knowledge society discourses, and 
post-traditional perspectives. I specifically focus upon the way in which these 
varying perspectives shape different understandings of global citizenship and 
ethical relationality with the Other.  In light of these contexts, I consider 
implications for PETE, including possibilities available through the use of S-L as 
a pedagogical tool for enabling ethical relationality with the Other within pre-
service teacher education contexts. Understanding possibilities for ethical 
engagement with the Other led to phase one of the study (the self-study 
methodology) and this is described in detail in chapter 3. In chapter 3 I also 
                                                 
5 This report is in partial fulfilment of the PhD requirements at University of Oulu, Finland. In 
addition to completing doctoral level course work, it is also a requirement that international peer 
reviewed journals are published. I published four internationally peer reviewed journal articles and 
book chapters, and a summary of these publications is provided in section 1. 3. Full republications 
of each article are included at the end of this report.  
 
6 Aotearoa is the Maori (indigenous) name for New Zealand. I use both names to honour the 
bicultural foundation of the nation.  
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provide a description of the epistemological and ontological shifting process that I 
encountered and discuss the implications of these findings for PETE and S-L.  
During the self-study process (phase one) I encountered both 
epistemological and ontological shifts from a predominantly critical humanistic 
position to a more poststructural orientation. This process led to the development 
of a theoretical framework (see chapter 4) and this is used to inform, and 
complicate analysis during the mixed methods research phase which followed 
(phase two). During phase two contradictions began to emerge as different 
theoretical and methodological tensions became evident. In chapter 4 I trace the 
origins, developments, limitations and implications of varied theoretical 
perspectives including: technicism (neoliberal knowledge society discourses), 
liberal humanism, critical humanism, and postcritical possibilities. For each 
perspective I consider the possibilities and limitations for education generally and 
GCE specifically. GCE possibilities and limitations are developed within the 
theoretical framework in order to provide a useful–and problematic–analytical 
tool for phase two. During phase two I collected and analysed survey and 
interview data (see chapters 5 and 6) in order to gain access to first year PETE 
students’ understandings of global citizenship and ethical relationality with the 
Other. The survey that I used was designed from a liberal humanistic perspective, 
and this led to challenges when seeking to interpret the data from a poststructural 
perspective. Nevertheless, the survey provided useful demographical information 
about the participants, including their lived experiences in culturally diverse 
settings. The interview findings suggested that PETE students overwhelmingly 
draw upon liberal humanism perspectives when considering relationality with the 
Other, and this includes patterns of ethnocentrism, salvationism and paternalism, 
and universalist desires for sameness. A small number of students also reflected a 
critical humanistic positioning in their desire to advance social and environmental 
justice. Following the mixed methods methodology and results chapters, I 
synthesised phase one and two of the study by integrating the data to create a 
more coherent whole, while at the same time highlighting tensions that arose 
through emerging contradictions. I use this data in the discussion chapter to 
consider the varied ways in which ethical relationality is understood within the 
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PETE context in which I work, and I consider postcritical theoretical and 
pedagogical possibilities in order to address some of the limitations inherent 
within humanist perspectives. I explore the implications of a postcritical practice 
for PETE and S-L contexts, including some of the challenges and limitations that 
such a practice may present.  
The published articles also make up a critical part of this PhD study and 
these are included at the end of this report. I provide a brief overview of these 
here, and a more detailed summary at the end of this chapter. Articles I and II 
examine and critique PE and PETE contexts as they relate to a shifting 
conceptualisation of knowledge and learning in contemporary educational 
thought, and articles III and IV explore S-L opportunities and limitations across 
different theoretical perspectives. Article I presents an overview of the self-study 
methodology and findings, and considers implications of shifting 
conceptualisations of knowledge and learning within PE and PETE contexts. 
Article II seeks to capture historical, contemporary and future conceptualisations 
of PE within Aotearoa/New Zealand. The wider economic and political landscape 
is critiqued as an important framework for understanding both the opportunities 
and current tensions of PETE in Aotearoa/New Zealand. Both articles I and II 
draw upon GCE literature to understand and interpret current practices, and to 
inform future practice. Articles I and II address the first research question: What 
types of engagement with difference are enabled and constrained by different 
discourses in PE and PETE? Article III was published during the self-study phase 
of this study and reflects an attempt to understand the way in which S-L may be 
interpreted across different theoretical frameworks. Article IV examines a 
postcritical S-L possibility in depth; one that was first introduced in article III. 
Like articles I and II, both of these articles draw upon GCE literature. Articles III 
and IV address the second research question: What possibilities and difficulties 
emerge in critical and postcritical frameworks of S-L? 
This study provides a unique, situated analysis of the way in which ethical 
relationality with the Other may be interpreted across a range of perspectives 
within one PETE programme in Aotearoa/New Zealand. The study suggests a 
postcritical pedagogical possibility for PETE and for S-L, and makes an original 
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contribution by suggesting a third possibility, beyond traditional and critical 
approaches. This study contributes to theoretical debates in education by 
presenting a framework which situates a postcritical pedagogical practice within 
PETE and S-L. While relevant to the situated context of this study, a postcritical 
possibility may also be of value within other pre-service contexts where liberal 
humanism is the predominant perspective of difference and diversity presented in 
pre-service teacher education.   
In order to situate this study further, the following section provides the 
context, background and purpose of the study. Further information on the research 
questions, and a summary of each of the four published articles are then discussed. 
1.1 Situating the Study in Aotearoa/New Zealand 
Aotearoa/New Zealand is a small island nation in the Pacific which was 
inhabited by Māori (indigenous) people prior to British colonisation during the 
1800s. In 1840 most Māori representatives signed a Treaty (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) 
with the British government, and this Treaty is based upon principles of 
partnership, protection and participation. These principles have been established 
to help guide Aotearoa/New Zealand society toward biculturalism.  While 
government legislation and policy is required to honor the principles of the Treaty, 
the actual practice throughout all sectors of society tells a different story as Māori 
have been, and still are alienated and marginalised through systemic and 
attitudinal barriers (Hokowhitu, 2004). Although the systemic effects of direct 
colonialism cannot be easily compared to other forms of oppression and 
marginalisation, other social groups also report prejudicial and discriminatory 
encounters. In a recent study of students’ perceptions of their experiences of 
racial-ethnic difference Webber, McKinlie & Hattie (2013) found that young 
people from four different racial-ethnic backgrounds (Māori, Chinese, NZ 
European and Samoan) who attended multicultural schools in Aotearoa/New 
Zealand all experienced race based discrimination, stereotyping, and hostility to 
varying degrees. This study looks at discrimination and marginalisation through a 
liberal humanist lens that de-historicizes the issue, and suggests that the root of 
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the problem is individual choice related to identity, rather than systemic workings 
of power that operate through and beyond rational reasoning. Nevertheless, the 
study does provide an interesting snap shot of current thinking among a diverse 
racial-ethnic student group within Aotearoa/New Zealand.  
Like all schools in the current global context, Aoteaora/New Zealand 
schools are also complex social, historic, political, and cultural sites. Not only are 
racial-ethnic identities being constantly negotiated, but other identities are also 
being continuously shaped and reshaped by normative practices and challenges to 
‘different’ ways of being (Quinlivan, Boyask, & Kaur, 2009).  The Ministry of 
Education7 has sought to respond to some of these ‘identity challenges’ through a 
range of policy, legislation and curriculum directives. Examples of government 
documents which address issues relating to social identity and educational 
engagement include the National Education Goals, the National Administrative 
Guidelines, and the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2007). Of 
particular significance to Māori achievement is the Māori education strategy: Ka 
Hikitia - Accelerating Success 2013 -2017 (www.minedu.govt.nz). This strategy 
was developed to help address the growing concern of Māori underachievement in 
education. Part of this strategy includes addressing the role of teachers in 
engaging with diverse students toward improved relationships, raising 
expectations, and the use of constructivist and culturally responsive pedagogies. 
Preparing teachers to engage with diverse students is also a key focus of pre-
service teacher training in Aotearoa/New Zealand and this is reflected in the 
Graduating Teacher Standards (www.teacherscouncil.govt.nz). Within each of 
the seven standards, there are a range of learning outcomes that pre-service 
teachers are required to achieve and many of the learning outcomes have 
relevance to understanding and addressing the needs of diverse students including, 
for example: that graduating teachers need to be able to “recognise how differing 
values and beliefs may impact on students and their learning” and “promote a 
                                                 
7 The Ministry of Education in Aotearoa/New Zealand is the national government body 
responsible for all education legislation, national curriculum and assessment, and school 
governance and operations.  
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learning culture which engages diverse students effectively” (p.2)8. In order to 
strengthen teacher training in this area, the New Zealand Teachers Council 
released Tataiako: Cultural Competencies for Teachers of Māori Learners 
(www.minedu.govt.nz/tataiako). The resource focuses on pedagogical strategies to 
enhance learning among Māori students including the importance of recognising 
whanaungatanga (the centrality of relationships), manaakitanga (specific values), 
wananga (ways of working together), ako (ways of learning), and tangata 
whenuatanga (place based learning).  Tataiako recognises the uniqueness of Māori 
learner needs and while such a resource is vital for the professional development 
of teachers, culturally responsive teacher education is nevertheless complex. 
There are significant challenges within teacher education if we are to prepare 
teachers to engage effectively with diverse students (Castro, 2010; Dervin, 
forthcoming; Quinlivan, Boyask, & Kaur, 2009). In my own role as a teacher 
educator I have wrestled with these ideas while seeking to develop and deliver a 
culturally responsive pre-service teacher education curriculum. I was appointed to 
my current position as a physical education teacher educator at the University of 
Canterbury, College of Education in 2000. Since then I have been charged with the 
responsibility of designing and delivering pre-service teacher education courses 
which address the socio-cultural aspects of schooling, and in particular PE and 
related movement contexts (e.g., physical activity and sport). My appointment to 
this role coincided with the release of the Health and Physical Education in the 
New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999) and this national 
curriculum document for all schools signaled a significant conceptual shift in the 
nature of PE away from a previously scientific and liberal humanistic 
understanding of the subject, toward a critical humanistic framework (Culpan & 
Bruce, 2007; article II9). As a physical education teacher educator, I was excited by 
the possibilities that this theoretical shift provided to the subject, both 
                                                 
8 The relevance of the Graduating Teachers Standards to this study is discussed in greater detail in 
the next chapter.  
 
9 Throughout this report I refer to the published articles that contribute to this doctoral study as 
articles I, II, III, and IV. A summary of each of these articles is given in section 1.3 and the full 
articles are included at the end of this report. 
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epistemologically and pedagogically. The curriculum document enabled teachers to 
integrate notions of social justice, collective responsibility, and socio-critical 
thinking and action into their PE teaching. Consequently, I readily developed a 
critical pedagogical approach to my teaching and research practice10, and this felt 
comfortable as a match for my critical humanistic positioning toward social justice 
education. Working with other PETE colleagues, I explored different critical 
pedagogical possibilities within a range of PE contexts including higher education 
and service-learning (S-L) (see for example, Bruce, Martin & Brown, 2010; 2011).  
However, I found that my ‘comfortable’ critical humanistic positioning was 
challenged with the release of the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) document in 
2007 (Ministry of Education, 2007).  This one national curriculum document 
includes curriculum requirements for all learning areas including PE. Part of the 
overall vision of the NZC is for students to become “active seekers, users and 
creators of knowledge”, “enterprising and entrepreneurial” and “international 
citizens” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p.12). Developing international citizens 
who are active users and creators of knowledge reflects values and skills desirable 
within post-industrial knowledge societies11 (Bolstad & Gilbert, 2012).  The 
launch of the NZC was consistent with the re-signification of teaching and 
learning toward preparing future (and global) citizens for productivity within post-
industrial, knowledge societies (Andreotti & Major, 2010; Gilbert, 2005). The 
NZC was released at a time of significant neoliberal activity and the national 
curriculum was to become an important vehicle for the promotion of this 
ideology. During the late 2000s economic productivity within a neoliberal climate 
gathered momentum as a dominant discourse within Aotearoa/New Zealand, and 
knowledge society shifts in education are now viewed by many as an important 
vehicle for bringing about neoliberal change (Bolstad & Gilbert, 2012; Ministry of 
Education, 2007).  
                                                 
10 Primarily drawing upon the works of leading critical pedagogues such as Freire (1970), Darder, 
Baltodano & Torres (2003), and Giroux (1988).  
 
11 A description and critique of post-industrial, knowledge societies is provided in chapter 2 of this 
report.   
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With the release of the NZC I began to wrestle with the new demands of 
knowledge society discourses as I found that these ideas clashed with my 
previously fixed and ‘comfortable’ understandings of critical humanism. Looking 
for remnants of the critical humanism approach that was evident within the 
previous curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999), I became attentive to other 
aspects of the vision and values within the NZC. The NZC document includes 
references to, for example, “cultural diversity”, “equity, including fairness and 
justice”, “community engagement”, “ecological sustainability”, and “acting 
ethically” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 13). Such tenets seemed juxtaposed 
against neoliberal ideas of competition, anthropocentrism, and individual 
responsibility. Not surprisingly, as a critical pedagogue motivated by social justice 
education possibilities, I became interested in the opportunity to read the NZC 
discursively beyond neoliberal rhetoric to recognize the barriers to and 
possibilities for critical work. I began to seek a reading of the NZC that enabled 
social justice education possibilities generally, and for PE specifically. This 
process was further enabled in 2009 when I was invited to participate in a 
collaborative project that sought to examine shifting conceptualisations of 
knowledge and learning in initial teacher education. This collaborative project was 
motivated in part by the release of the NZC which signified a shift in curriculum 
epistemology and pedagogical practice (Andreotti & Major, 2010; Andreotti, 
Abbiss, & Quinlivan, 2012)12. As a practitioner researcher in this collaborative 
project I was provided with the opportunity to investigate existing and future 
curriculum and pedagogical possibilities through a range of theoretical lenses, 
including liberal humanism, critical humanism, and poststructuralism.  It was 
during this time that I began my PhD journey with the self-study phase and this 
process was pivotal to the interrogation of my own curriculum and pedagogical 
understandings framed within a critical humanistic perspective. This self-study 
                                                 
12 The collaborative project titled “Shifting Conceptualisations of Knowledge and Learning in the 
Integration of the New Zealand Curriculum” was conducted with reference to initial and 
continuing teacher education and funded by the New Zealand Ministry of Education Teaching and 
Learning Research Initiative. 
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process led me to wrestle with the possibility of other ways of knowing and seeing 
the world, and the role of education in it.   
During the self-study phase my interest in GCE literature emerged in 
response to a critique of knowledge societies and a detailed reading of the NZC 
which includes references to visions and values such as international citizenship, 
diversity, and social justice.  GCE literature provided useful perspectives, 
frameworks, metaphors, and tools that enabled me to better understand the nature 
of cultural diversity and culturally responsive pedagogical practice. Drawing upon 
poststructural and postcolonial readings of GCE (see for example, Andreotti, 
2011a; Biesta, 2006; Todd, 2003) I began to consider pedagogical possibilities 
that framed social justice education beyond normative concepts of oppression, in 
order “to respond ethically to the range of experiences of oppression” (Todd, 
2003, p. 3). During the self-study phase, I found that service-learning (S-L) 
provided a very useful context in which to consider a range of possibilities for 
ethical relationality with the Other across different theoretical perspectives. Often 
used within PE and PETE contexts, and relevant to the NZC (which has a 
significant focus on community engagement and participation), S-L became an 
important context for exploring ideas of relationality with the Other and 
possibilities for PETE practice.  Shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and 
learning within knowledge societies has significant implications for all 
educational contexts including PE, PETE and S-L. As a teacher educator oriented 
towards social justice, I was particularly interested in understanding how PETE 
students interpreted difference and relationality with the Other, and this led to 
phase two of this study: the mixed methods study. The research questions that 
specifically relate to the mixed methods study, (as well as all PhD research 
questions) are outlined in the next section.  
1.2 Research Questions 
In order to investigate the interrelated contexts of this study (PE, PETE, and 
S-L), two main research questions guided my inquiry: 
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1. What types of engagement with difference are enabled and constrained 
by different discourses in PE and PETE? 
2. What possibilities and difficulties emerge in critical and postcritical 
frameworks of S-L? 
Additionally, sub questions were developed from these main research questions, 
for both the self-study and the mixed methods study. For the self-study I was 
interested in investigating the following three questions: 
1. What factors contributed to epistemological and ontological shifts in 
my own thinking? 
2. How are shifts in conceptualisations of knowledge and learning 
interpreted within S-L and within the PE learning area? 
3. What are the implications of these conceptual shifts for PETE? 
Sub questions for the mixed methods study were as follows: 
1. What frameworks/discourses/theories are evident in first year PETE 
students’ understandings of global citizenship?  
a. To what extent are first year PETE students’ understandings of 
global citizenship influenced by previous experiences and personal 
dispositions?  
b. How are first year PETE students’ understandings of global 
citizenship interpreted across different theoretical frameworks? 
As chapter 5 indicates, the questions 4, 4a and 4b were broken down further, in 
order to investigate PETE students’ understandings more rigorously within 
quantitative (survey) and qualitative (interview) contexts.  
1.3 A Summary of Published Articles  
This section provides a description of each of the international peer review 
publications that make up part of the PhD requirements. The focus of the 
publications was on substantial theoretical work particularly that which arose 
during the self-study.  Because the analysis of the mixed methods study came later 
in the PhD journey, publication of this work will be undertaken in the next stages 
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of my career. Articles I and II examine and critique PE and PETE contexts as they 
relate to a shifting conceptualisation of knowledge and learning in contemporary 
educational thought, and articles III and IV explore S-L opportunities and 
limitations across different theoretical perspectives. Articles I and II address the 
first research question which relates to engagement with difference across varying 
discourses in PE and PETE, and articles III and IV address the second research 
question concerning the possibilities and difficulties that emerge within critical 
and postcritical discourses in S-L.   
1.3.1 Article I. 
Bruce, J. (2013). Dancing on the edge: A self-study exploring postcritical 
possibilities in physical education. Sport, Education and Society, 18(6), 807-824. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2011.613457. 
In this article I provide a description of the self-study methodology and the 
resultant process and outcomes. I include an overview of the findings that relate 
specifically to the nature of PE, and to my teaching practice in higher education. I 
situate the paper within the shifting educational context emergent at the time of 
the self-study. Wrestling with knowledge society implications for varying 
conceptualisations of knowledge and learning, I used the self-study process to 
consider both the opportunities and possible limitations that different theoretical 
perspectives offer to curriculum and pedagogical practice.  
The first section of the article explores this shifting context with particular 
reference to the release of the NZC which – along with a strong economic and 
political knowledge society discourse during the late 2000s – became a catalyst 
for me to rethink the nature of knowledge and learning. In the first section of the 
paper I also work to position my own epistemological and ontological sense of 
self as a critical pedagogue drawing upon a critical humanistic orientation to my 
teaching and research. This positioning is significant as during the self-study 
process I was challenged to consider the limitations inherent within this 
perspective, and to consider other ways of knowing and seeing.  
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Following the introductory section, I provide a rationale for the selection of 
self-study research methodology, drawing a distinction between self-study, 
narrative, and autoethnography. As an emergent research methodology generally, 
and within the field of PE research more specifically, I describe this 
methodological approach drawing upon contemporary self-study scholars (see for 
example, Hamilton, Smith & Worthington, 2008; La Boskey, 2004; Loughran & 
Northfield, 1998). I apply relevant methodological processes to my own self-study 
context, including the key elements of self-study (La Boskey, 2004), the concept 
of trustworthiness, and the collection and interpretation of data sources.  
Throughout the self-study process, I engaged in a critique of my own critical 
humanistic practice, and explored postcritical possibilities and limitations within 
the PETE context that I work. This process led to the formulation of a postcritical 
approach for PE and PETE. Prior to explaining this concept in the third section of 
the paper, I first provide a critique of both humanistic and critical orientations to 
PE and PETE. This critique is situated within an explanation of a sociocultural 
orientation to PE which signals a shift away from a predominantly scientised and 
entirely physical understanding of PE. I provide a definition and explanation of a 
sociocultural orientation to PE and explain how this differs from the description 
given by Cliff, Wright and Clark (2009) which defined a sociocultural orientation 
as critical (rather than humanistic). I intentionally consider three varying 
conceptualisations of PE and PETE that are relevant to the Aotearoa/New Zealand 
context in which I work (humanistic, critical, and postcritical), and I acknowledge 
that there are of course other conceptualisations. I also highlight the idea that 
while I draw clear theoretical and pedagogical lines between the three different 
conceptualisations, in actual practice, these are most often more nuanced.     
The final section of the paper returns to the self-study process, and to the 
ontological journey in which I engaged myself. I use the metaphor of dancing, and 
in particular, of dancing on the edge, to explain the challenging, exhilarating, 
difficult and fearful process I experienced as I began to have a stronger sense of 
knowing and seeing otherwise: of epistemological and ontological shifts. This 
extraordinary process is explained in greater detail in chapter 3 of this report.   
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1.3.2 Article II. 
Culpan, I. & Bruce, J. (forthcoming). Mandate and liberate: Physical education 
and health in Aotearoa/New Zealand. In M.Chin & C.R. Edginton (Eds.), Physical 
education and health: global perspectives and best practice. Urbana, IL: 
Sagamore Publishing.  
The second article is a joint authored, internationally peer reviewed book 
chapter. I was invited by Associate Professor Ian Culpan to co-author this article 
and we contributed equally to the writing component. The article is part of an 
edited collection of international perspectives on PE and Health, including best 
practice in the field. As a book chapter within a large volume of collected works, 
there were specific guidelines relating to the structure. We were to include a brief 
historical overview of PE and Health within Aotearoa/New Zealand (NZHPE), 
describe the current state of well-being of children and young people, describe 
current NZHPE practices and make links to the GoFPEP Consensus Statement13, 
provide an overview of unique curricular models and community programmes, 
and conclude with future visions for NZHPE. Given the scope of the article and 
through participation in this writing project, I was given the opportunity to 
consider in detail the historical, contemporary, and future practices, issues and 
tensions for PE and PETE both nationally and internationally.  
Following a brief historical overview of different NZHPE perspectives 
throughout the twentieth century, the article describes the current state of well-
being for children and young people within Aotearoa/New Zealand. Drawing 
upon a range of national surveys and reports, we critique statistical trends in light 
of wider political, economic and cultural perspectives. We explore implications 
for NZHPE in the third section of this article. Specifically, we describe the 
learning area of PE in the NZC, with particular attention given to the socio-critical 
shift that occurred with the release of the earlier 1999 curriculum version 
(Ministry of Education, 1999).  We make links to the GoFPEP Consensus 
                                                 
13 The GoFPEP Consensus Statement is a collective statement written during the Global Forum 
for Physical Education Pedagogy 2010 (GoFPEP 2010). The focus is on reframing PE and Health 
that is responsive to neoliberal, knowledge society shifts.  
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Statement with particular attention given to constructivism as a pedagogical 
approach, and a socio-critical curriculum as a socially just orientation to HPE. 
These ideas are explored through a description of unique curricular models with 
Aotearoa/New Zealand, including Te Ao Kori14, Olympism Education, and two 
critical pedagogical approaches: the Critical Analysis Process (Gillespie & 
McBain, 2011) and the Action Competence Learning Process (Tasker, 2000).  
In the final section of this article we highlight the tension that exists 
between a critical humanistic approach to HPE and the needs of postindustrial 
knowledge societies situated within neoliberal, postmodern frameworks. Shifting 
conceptualisations of knowledge and learning are again highlighted, although the 
limited article scope did not allow for a full exploration of the emergent issues and 
dilemmas. Chapters 2 and 7 of this report engage in these debates in greater detail.  
1.3.3 Article III. 
Bruce, J. & Brown, S. (2010). Conceptualising service-learning in global times. 
Critical Literacy: Theories and Practice, 4(1), 6-15. 
This article is concerned with S-L as a context through which varying 
conceptualisations of knowledge and learning may be described, critiqued and 
enacted. This article was written during the self-study project as I wrestled with 
ideas of critical and postcritical possibilities and limitations. I had previously 
worked with Dr Seth Brown on the conceptualisation of a critical S-L model for 
PE (Bruce et al. ., 2010), and this article was co-written with him as an 
interrogation of traditional and critical S-L approaches with the view to 
developing a third, postcritical approach. 
The first section of this article begins with a description of the context and 
the purpose of exploring different possibilities in S-L. Through situating S-L 
within a problematic context of globalisation defined by Todd (2009) as “rampant 
capitalism, vast international migration, ecological fragility, technological 
interconnectivity, cultural hybridity, and reconfiguration of political power” (p. 
                                                 
14 Te Ao Kori is an indigenous curriculum model that incorporates Maori knowledge of physical 
cultural practices and culturally responsive pedagogical practice.  
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23), we introduce the need to critique existing models of S-L which uncritically 
(and often unknowingly) reproduce existing inequalities.  
The second section of this article provides a description of two existing 
conceptualisations of S-L, which we describe as traditional and critical. The 
traditional approach to S-L draws upon liberal humanistic understandings of 
development and progress, and positions students almost entirely as privileged 
and ethnocentric knowers, experts, and helpers; whose role is to provide charity to 
those in need. Critical approaches to S-L draw upon critical humanistic 
understandings of oppression and justice and seek to redress traditional limitations 
by developing students who are critical thinkers and change agents. While 
highlighting the possibilities and opportunities that both approaches present, we 
also provide a critique which problematicises the server versus served dichotomy 
present in both models. Where students are positioned are knowers and helpers, 
the possibility that community partners may also be knowers and helpers is easily 
discounted. Furthermore, systemic complexities are often minimised or ignored. 
We critique this lack of complexity, before turning to a third conceptualisation: a 
postcritical possibility for S-L.  
This third, postcritical possibility for SL emerged as a significant finding in 
the self-study research phase of this PhD and the ideas are introduced in this 
article, and further developed in article IV. The central tenet of this approach is to 
discursively reposition the community partners in S-L as knowers. This marks a 
significant disruption to the server served dichotomy that is central to almost all 
S-L practices. Drawing upon poststructural and postcolonial ideas of ethical 
engagement with the Other, the idea that Others are also knowers, is 
foregrounded. The article concludes by highlighting the limitations of adopting a 
postcritical approach to S-L such as working within an unscripted context and 
consequential curriculum and time constraints. The ideas introduced in this article, 
are developed further in the next and final article outlined below.  
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1.3.4 Article IV. 
Bruce, J. (2013). Service-learning as a pedagogy of interruption. International 
Journal of Development Education and Global Learning, 5(1), 33-74.  
The purpose of this final article is to further conceptualise possibilities for a 
postcritical approach to S-L. The article begins by providing an overview of 
contemporary S-L literature that invites an interrogation of the field of S-L 
research and practice (see for example, Butin, 2011; Furco, 2011). Written for the 
International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning, I 
contextualise the article within broader community engagement literature 
including development education, global learning, global education, and GCE (see 
for example Cook, 2012; Heron, 2007; Jefferess, 2008; Jorgenson, 2010; Zemach-
Bersin, 2007). This body of literature provides a compelling critique of existing 
community engagement educational practices which serve to reproduce 
imperialist notions such as ethnocentrism, paternalism (and the helping 
imperative) and salvationism.  
In light of this critique I revisit my earlier critique of traditional and critical 
approaches to S-L (article III), before turning to a third possibility: a postcritical 
approach to S-L. This article draws upon the poststructural work of a number of 
scholars including Biesta (2006; 2012), Kirby (2009), and Todd (2003). All of 
these scholars contribute their understandings of ethical engagement with the 
Other in large part to the ideas of Emmanuel Levinas (1981; 1991).  Levinas’ 
ideas of engagement with the Other form the basis of the discursive rearrangement 
of S-L practice toward the idea of being taught by the Other (Biesta, 2012), and it 
is this premise which is introduced in this final article.  
In the third section of the article I draw partially upon Biestas’(2006) 
critique of rational modern communities which he argues, rely upon universal 
understandings of difference that serve to alienate difference. I agree with the idea 
put forward by Biesta and other poststructural authors (Peters & Burbules, 2004; 
Todd, 2003) that education be rethought as an ethical project, where subjectivity 
is shaped, interrupted, and altered in the political sphere of relations with plurality 
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and difference. Biesta (2006) uses the approach of a pedagogy of interruption to 
capture his interpretation of this ethical project.   
In section four of the article, I consider a discursive relational possibility for 
S-L, which is to entertain the idea that rather than learning about the Other, in 
order that one may help or serve the Other, one may instead consider the idea of 
being taught by the Other (Biesta, 2012). As the article unfolds, I consider the 
opportunities and the limitations of the idea of being taught by the Other within a 
S-L context. I do this primarily through an exploration and critique of the ideas of 
Levinas (1981; 1991) and the application of his work by philosophy educator, 
Kirby (2009). In chapter 7 I develop these ideas further and consider future 
implications for S-L pedagogical practice within PETE. Specifically, I am 
interested in the ways in which relationality with the Other may be enacted in 
nonviolent, ethical ways in order to advance social justice, equity and fairness 
within education contexts.  In each of the four articles I consider the challenges, 
opportunities and limitations of liberal and critical humanism and post-traditional 
perspectives for PETE and S-L contexts. I wrestle with the ways in which 
different discourses frame engagement with difference and ethical relationality 
with the Other.  
1.4 Summary   
The purpose of this introductory chapter was to offer an overview of the 
study with a particular focus on the background, purpose, and significance. 
Shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning within postindustrial, 
knowledge societies have presented new challenges to the work of social justice 
educators. As a critical pedagogue working within PE and PETE contexts, I have 
wrestled with the implications of these broader economic, political, and social 
shifting contexts for the context in which I teach and research. With particular 
concerns for the cultural politics of difference and ethical relationality with the 
Other, I have in this study investigated the ways in which difference and diversity 
may be framed and enacted within educational contexts. My research questions 
address these concerns within the PE and PETE context in which I work. S-L is 
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one such pedagogical context that I have used to explore possibilities for ethical 
relationality with the Other. In the following chapter I provide an overview of key 
ideas that relate to the interrelated contexts which apply to this research and these 
are: shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning; curriculum 
implications including PE and PETE contexts; and current tensions and 




As highlighted in the previous chapter, there are a range of interrelated 
contexts which apply to this research and these include shifting conceptualisations 
of knowledge and learning, curriculum implications including PE and PETE 
contexts, and current opportunities and tensions within both GCE and S-L. The 
central theme of this study that connects these concepts together is an ethical 
approach to difference and diversity, specifically ethical relationality with the 
Other. Throughout the research process I was interested in exploring the ways in 
which difference and diversity is conceptualised within PE and PETE, and S-L 
became a particularly useful context for considering the implications of ethical 
relationality with the Other. Furthermore GCE literature provided useful 
theoretical perspectives, metaphor, and conceptual tools that I could apply to PE 
and PETE contexts, and also to S-L. These tools were particularly useful in 
developing an understanding of shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and 
learning in knowledge societies, curriculum shifts with the release of the NZC, 
and implications for ways of framing and understanding difference and diversity. 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine and critique each of these contexts 
separately while also illustrating interconnected synergies between contexts.  
2.1 Shifting Conceptualisations of Knowledge and Learning  
The evolution of knowledge societies within postmodernity has resulted in a 
re-conceptualisation of knowledge, and the implications of this re-
conceptualisation for learning in education, is monumental (Claxton, 2008; 
Gilbert, 2005; Hargreaves, 2003; Richard & Usher, 1994; UNESCO, 2005). 
Within knowledge societies, knowledge is no longer understood as something 
which is produced and created for a specific context; rather knowledge is re-
conceptualised as a verb, something that is ‘done’; rather than seen as a noun, 
something that is ‘known’ (Gilbert, 2005). This shifting re-conceptualization of 
knowledge was defined by Lyotard (1984) as performative knowledge. 
Performative knowledge is knowledge that is valued for what it is able to do, and 
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within current neoliberal contexts performative knowledge is highly valued as a 
commodity.  
Postmodern critiques of knowledge challenge notions of knowledge that are 
fixed, as in a modernist view; rather knowledge is seen as fluid, partial and 
contextual. This re-conceptualisation is characteristically distinctive from modern 
understandings of knowledge perceived as fixed, true and universal. Table 1 
provides a simple overview of a comparison between modern and postmodern 
constructions of both knowledge and learning.  While in educational practice, 
distinctions are likely to be more nuanced. For the purpose of understanding the 
differences more clearly, it is useful to draw a comparative dualistic picture.  
Table 1 
Modern and Postmodern Constructions of Knowledge 
Modernist construction of knowledge 
and learning  
Postmodern construction of 
knowledge and learning  
Fixed Changing 
Certain Partial 
Universal  Contextual 
Noun  Verb (performative) 
Object(ive) Subject(ive) 
Students as ‘storers’ of certain 
knowledge 
Students as producers of knowledge 
Students as passive receptors of fixed 
knowledge  
Students as creators 
Universal fixed ideas of morals Shifting ethical positions15 
Multiple expression of the same truth Multiplicity – diverse ways of 
knowing are legitimated  
 
                                                 
15 If 'post' is interpreted as 'questioning' this item would be seen an 'ethical imperatives of open 
relationality' (beyond telling people what to do, this asks you to be responsible in your 




This postmodern construction of knowledge (see Table 1) is present within 
any ‘post’ perspective, including but not limited to poststructuralism and 
postcolonialism. While different theoretical perspectives entertain and privilege 
different implications, there is present within all ‘post’ readings a critique of 
social hierarchies that are constructed through fixed modes of knowledge 
production as well as a redefinition of knowledge for innovative creation and 
production, and an understanding of knowledge as partial, contextual, and 
constantly changing. To illustrate this idea further, I present here three different 
theoretical readings of knowledge society constructs operating within ‘post’-
times: humanitarian, neoliberal, and postcolonial. While I acknowledge that there 
are other theoretical readings, I have chosen these three as they have particular 
relevance to the context of this study. I will conclude this section by discussing 
the application of these theoretical readings to Aotearoa/New Zealand education.  
The humanitarian perspective evident within knowledge society discourses 
appears to draw upon both modernist and postmodernist constructions of 
knowledge. There seems to be an inherent tension evident and this may be 
illustrated through a critique of the UNESCO World Report: Towards Knowledge 
Societies (UNESCO, 2005). The report explores the implications of knowledge 
societies for education and does so from a humanistic (humanitarian) theoretical 
perspective. The report opens with an acknowledgement that there is a need to:  
consolidate two pillars of the global information society that are still too 
unevenly guaranteed – access to information for all and freedom of 
expression. The foundations of an information and knowledge society can 
never amount to technological breakthroughs alone. Undoubtedly, 
inequalities of access to information sources, contents and infrastructures 
cast doubt on the information society’s global character and, consequently, 
hamper the growth of knowledge societies. (p. 24)  
The report argues for the recognition of knowledge societies as a progress in 
and of itself, and the main concern is ensuring that this ‘progress’ is accessible for 
all. The report advocates for a “human development and empowerment centred 
approach to knowledge societies...that opens the way to [a] humanisation of the 
process of globalisation” (p. 29). This version of progress is based on growth 
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within a context which values human rights and ensures equality and inclusion for 
all.  Knowledge societies interpreted within this humanistic framework may be 
understood as societies where progress may occur for the betterment of all 
humanity. Furthermore, the UNESCO report (2005) presents the argument that 
knowledge societies may be instrumental to changing those structural and 
ideological practices which, within the period of modernity, hindered 
development for all. Schools are understood to be critical sites for the 
development of skills necessary to contribute successfully to knowledge societies. 
From this humanitarian viewpoint, there is an emphasis on universal 
understandings of education, and this includes the right to education for all, 
including access to schooling and ICT skills and knowledge.  The UNESCO 
(2005) report, when discussing education within majority world contexts, asserts 
that “By giving knowledge an unprecedented accessibility, and by engaging in 
capacity-building for everyone, the technological revolution might help to 
redefine the end goal of human development” (p. 20). The end goal of 
development, the report argues, is to create knowledge societies that will be 
instrumental in eradicating extreme forms of poverty (UNESCO, 2005).  
A neoliberal reading of knowledge societies values different needs and 
outcomes to that of humanism; yet the same teleological idea of progress evident 
within humanism appears to be integral to the neoliberal vision (see for example, 
OECD, 1996).  Andreotti (2010) and Prasad (2005) contend teleological notions 
of progress framed within knowledge society discourses and certain iterations of 
‘post’ perspectives are an expression of what follows modernity, rather than an 
interrogation of modernity. Economic progress situated within a neoliberal 
perspective is seen to emerge through the production, distribution, and use of 
knowledge and information that has utility within a global economy (OECD, 
1996). The Knowledge-Based Economy (OECD, 1996) explains that “OECD 
economies are increasingly based on knowledge and information. Knowledge is 
now recognised as the driver of productivity and economic growth, leading to a 
new focus on the role of information, technology and learning in economic 
performance” (p. 3). 
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Because neoliberal markets are global markets, education plays a critical 
role in preparing so-called global citizens who are able to be highly productive 
and competitive within a global society (Gilbert, 2005). Therefore, a neoliberal 
education is likely to focus upon the development of skills for students who are 
apt at metacognition, innovation, and creative production; skilled in the use of 
ICT; and competent at working in dynamic, multicultural teams to advance 
economic productivity in a global context (Andreotti, 2010).  
The third theoretical reading of knowledge societies that I will discuss here 
is a postcolonial reading that truly interrogates modernity (Andreotti, 2010; 
Andreotti, 2011b; Mignolo, 2011; Prasad, 2005). To illustrate the distinction 
between interrogating modernity and questioning modernity, I draw here upon 
two different perspectives: cognitive adaptation or epistemological pluralism 
(Andreotti, 2010)16. These two different readings describe the way in which 
postmodern, knowledge societies are seen as either: (a) post as after modernity, 
namely cognitive adaptation to economically driven demands; or (b) post as 
interrogation of, or questioning of modernity; which enables forms of 
epistemological pluralism that could address past injustices and foster more 
inclusive forms of democratic practice (see also Prasad, 2005). Andreotti (2010) 
explains that cognitive adaptation is a process of preparing citizens for knowledge 
societies as an extension of modern capitalist systems. Within this approach to 
education, there appears to be a belief in the teleological idea of progress and that 
knowledge societies are seen to be advancing, developing, and progressing 
modernity.  Therefore, it may be argued that there is a need for students to 
develop skills as producers, creators and innovators, able to compete within an 
increasingly global, competitive world polity (Gilbert, 2005).  
Conversely, epistemological pluralism “frames the need for the pluralisation 
of knowledge [through a belief that] the current system is inherently violent in its 
(mono)epistemic practices and unsustainable both in terms of exploitation of 
natural resources and human labour and in terms of how relationships are 
constructed” (Andreotti, 2010, p.8). Consequently, epistemological pluralism is 
                                                 
16 The concepts of cognitive adaptation and epistemological pluralism are explored further in  
chapter 4.  
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concerned with an interrogation of the “dark side of modernity” (Mignolo, 2011). 
Therefore, within this view, there is a need to consider other, discursive 
possibilities in order to interrupt dominant, oppressive practices, particularly those 
inflicted through (mono)epistemic violence. Mignolo (2011) writes that the 
rhetoric of modernity includes “salvation, newness, progress and development” 
(p.43), most often occurring through a process of colonisation. Mignolo (2011) 
explains the “basic thesis” of modernity: “‘Modernity’ is a European narrative that 
hides its darker side, ‘coloniality’. Coloniality, in other words, is constitutive of 
modernity — there is no modernity without coloniality” (p. 39). Many 
postcolonial critiques argue for an interrogation of the teleological notions of 
progress founded upon ethnocentrism, paternalism, salvationism and 
anthropocentrism, which serve to render other ways of knowing and being either 
invisible or less ‘developed’ (Andreotti, 2010).  Correspondingly, many 
postcolonial approaches to education are interrogative of modernity and of those 
‘post’ perspectives which un-problematically follow modernity (Andreotti, 
2011b). By working discursively within educational institutions, postcolonial 
approaches to education may critically challenge dominant ideologies and invite 
students to consider other ways of knowing and seeing (see for example 
www.throughothereyes.org.uk). I expand on these ideas further in section 2.3.  
While each of these three theoretical readings—humanitarian, neoliberal, 
and postcolonial—engage with understandings of knowledge and learning that are 
seen as beyond or postmodern understandings to varying degrees, they each offer 
contrasting and conflicting understandings of knowledge societies. I explore these 
contradictions in greater depth in chapters 4 and 7. In light of prevailing neoliberal 
knowledge society discourses within Aotearoa/New Zealand I will conclude this 
section with an exploration of current ‘futures’ thinking that is directing 
educational strategy and policy.  
Within the Aotearoa/New Zealand educational context there is a significant 
body of literature emerging that is concerned with the future direction of 
schooling, shaped by the needs of knowledge societies (see for example, Bolstad, 
2011; Bolstad & Gilbert, 2006; 2008; 2012). Recently endorsed by the Minister of 
Education one of the most comprehensive reports – Supporting Future-oriented 
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Learning and Teaching: A New Zealand Perspective (Bolstad, 2012) – provides a 
compelling case for the preparedness of students who are able to contribute 
productively within knowledge societies. Within this Ministry endorsed report, 
there is no questioning, or interrogation of knowledge societies, but rather a 
wholesale acceptance that we are progressing toward a better human ideal through 
a new conceptualization of knowledge, and education is integral to the 
achievement of this ideal. The report focuses on six principles for 21st 
century/futures learning and these include: personalising learning; new views of 
equity, diversity and inclusivity; a curriculum that uses knowledge to develop 
learning capacity; rethinking students’ and teachers’ roles; a culture of continuous 
learning for teachers and educational leaders; and new kinds of community 
partnerships and relationships. The need to develop within students the capacity to 
succeed in knowledge societies is woven through the report (Bolstad, 2012). This 
is articulated as developing metacognition skills, creativity, and innovation, ICT 
skills, and the ability to engage within culturally diverse settings. This latter 
principle of engaging with diversity suggests a reframing of difference and 
diversity away from difference as deficit to seeing difference as a strength and 
something to be fostered. The primary rationale given for this perspective on 
difference is stated thus:   
… 21st century citizens need to be educated for diversity—in both the 
people sense and the knowledge/ideas sense. The changing global 
environment requires people to engage—and be able to work—with people 
from cultural, religious and/or linguistic backgrounds or world views that 
are very different from their own. (Bolstad, 2012, p. 3)  
 While this idea appears to support a neoliberal agenda through its 
emphasis on difference for economic performativity, it is in fact, contradictory. 
The report argues that existing 21st century challenges will not be solved by a 
continuation of existing political, social, and economic practices, and that there is 
a need to think and act otherwise. While the report does not dig deeper into these 
“challenges”, it does suggest that new ways of thinking are needed to bring about 
a “diversity of ideas” (p. 25). The report falls short of considering that ‘other’ 
world views such as indigenous knowledges could present solutions to existing 
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“challenges”.  The growing body of ‘futures schooling’ literature within 
Aotearoa/New Zealand reflects the future focused vision of the NZC which is an 
expression of knowledge society needs. To a large extent neoliberal and to a lesser 
extent humanitarian knowledge society constructs have informed the development 
of the NZC and these conceptualizations of teaching and learning for 21st century 
citizens have implications for PE and PETE. Of particular interest to this study are 
the possibilities to be able to build in ‘post as interrogation’ perspectives from 
these conceptualizations. 
2.2 Curriculum Implications  
In this section I begin with an exploration and critique of the NZC in light of 
knowledge society discourses and consider the ways in which difference and 
diversity are presented. In light of this critique, I then consider the current 
challenges and dilemmas for PE and PETE curriculum and pedagogical practices. 
2.2.1 The New Zealand curriculum.  
The NZC vision, principles and values describe overlapping and 
interconnecting themes about the purpose of education within Aotearoa/New 
Zealand. When introducing the NZC the Secretary for Education observed:  
Our population has become increasingly diverse, technologies are more 
sophisticated, and the demands of the workplace are more complex…[the 
NZC is] a framework designed to ensure that all young New Zealanders are 
equipped with the knowledge, competencies, and values they will need to be 
successful citizens in the twenty-first century. (Ministry of Education, 2007, 
p. 4) 
Knowledge society themes within the NZC relate to the development of 21st 
century/future thinking skills, desirable values, and relationship skills with a 
particular focus on difference and diversity, as well as global and local community 
engagement and participation. The NZC, like any other curriculum, may be read 
through a range of different theoretical lenses (Phelan, 2011; Pinar, Reynolds, 
Slattery, & Taubman, 1995; Popkewitz, 1997). For example, a neoliberal 
29 
knowledge society reading highlights aspects within the NZC vision such as that 
young people will “be enterprising and entrepreneurial; seize the opportunity 
offered by new knowledge and technology; be active seekers, users and creators 
of knowledge; be connected as international citizens” (p. 10).  When considering 
different theoretical possibilities for my own work as a teacher educator oriented 
toward social justice education, I saw possibilities toward a more critical reading 
of the NZC. Examples of the vision, principles and values that are of particular 
relevance to this study are highlighted in Table 2.  
Table 2 
New Zealand Curriculum Aspects 
Vision Principles Values 





Able to relate well to 
others 
Inclusion Equity – fairness and 
justice  
Acting ethically 
Full Treaty partners; all 
cultures valued for what 
they can bring 
Cultural diversity Diversity found in 
different cultures 
Actively involved Community engagement Community participation
 
These aspects of the NZC invoke interesting and potentially provocative 
questions about political, economic and social visions. By employing a re-
conceptualist approach to examining the NZC, I became interested in ways in 
which the NZC could be used discursively and politically (Abbiss & Quinlivan, 
2011; Pinar et al., 1995). For example, could a neoliberal knowledge society take 
seriously NZC concepts of sustainability, the exercise of full Treaty partnership, 
and equity including fairness and justice? What does it mean to be actively 
involved...involved in what, and for whose benefit? And what does it mean to act 
ethically when relating to others? Similarly, what does it mean to ethically engage 
with the Other? It is with these questions in mind that I turn to curriculum 
possibilities within the PE and PETE contexts specifically.  
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2.2.2 Physical education. 
What the NZC does do is provide a mandate for the exploration of social 
justice education matters, including engagement with difference and diversity, by 
highlighting values and principles such as equity (concerned with fairness and 
justice), cultural diversity, inclusion, participation, and respect. Such values and 
principles outlined in the curriculum reflect in many ways The New Zealand 
Health and Physical Education Curriculum (NZHPE) (Ministry of Education, 
1999) which preceded the NZC. The NZC includes all learning areas and so the 
NZHPE is now no longer used officially; however, there were very few PE 
curriculum changes between 1999 and 2007 and the critical humanistic intentions 
of the NZHPE are still clearly evident within the PE learning area of the NZC.  
In article I and article II, I explored the PE intent and traced historical shifts 
over time. Arguable the most seismic shift in the conceptualisation of PE with 
Aotearoa/New Zealand occurred with the release of the NZHPE in 1999 and this 
shift is also reflected within the NZC (Culpan & Bruce, 2007). Reconceptualising 
PE from a technicist, scientised, and somewhat humanistic understanding of PE to 
a critical humanistic perspective was historically and politically significant, 
particularly at a time of pervasive neoliberal activity (Culpan & Bruce, 2007; 
article II17). PE in the NZC is defined as learning area which “through learning in, 
through, and about, movement...fosters critical thinking and action and enables 
students to understand the role and significance of physical activity for individuals 
and society” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 23).The Underlying Concepts of the 
PE learning area reflect the critical humanistic intent and include 
 Hauora – a Māori philosophy of well-being that includes the dimensions 
taha wairua, taha hinengaro, taha tinana, and taha whanau, each one 
influencing and supporting the others. 
 Attitudes and values – a positive, responsible attitude on the part of students 
to their own well-being; respect, care, and concern for other people and the 
environment; and a sense of social justice. 
                                                 
17 The table in article II captures the essence of the epistemological and pedagogical shifts that 
were signified in the NZHPE and which continue today in the NZC. 
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 The socio-ecological perspective – a way of viewing and understanding the 
interrelationships that exist between the individual, others, and society. 
 Health promotion – a process that helps to develop and maintain supportive 
physical and emotional environments and that involves students in personal 
and collective action. (Ministry of Education, 2007. p. 22) 
It is clear from this description of PE that there is synergy with the vision, 
principles and values of the NZC outlined in Table 2. Active involvement, 
community participation and engagement, an acknowledgement of the need to 
engage ethically with culturally diverse individuals and communities, and 
showing respect and a sense of justice toward others, are all reflections of critical 
political and social practices that could be enacted through the NZC. Preparing 
teachers to engage with curriculum intent is an important part of PETE work. The 
following section explores the implications of these ideas for PETE.  
2.2.3 Physical education teacher education.  
When designing PETE courses within Aotearoa/New Zealand, practitioners 
need to be cognisant of the NZC intent and the epistemological and pedagogical 
positioning of the curriculum document. Additionally, PETE practitioners are 
required by the New Zealand Teachers Council to ensure that pre-service teachers 
develop the knowledge and skills needed to meet the Graduating Teachers 
Standards (http://archive.teacherscouncil.govt.nz/required/gts.stm). Of particular 
interest to this study are Graduating Teachers Standards Three and Six which 
relate to the knowledge and skills necessary to effectively understand and engage 
with the Other (including culturally diverse contexts).  
1. Standard Three: Graduating Teachers understand how contextual 
factors influence teaching and learning 
a. have an understanding of the complex influences that personal, 
social, and cultural factors may have on teachers and learners;  
b. have knowledge of tikanga and te reo Māori to work effectively 
within the bicultural contexts of Aotearoa New Zealand; and   
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c. have an understanding of education within the bicultural, 
multicultural, social, political, economic and historical contexts of 
Aotearoa New Zealand. 
2. Standard Six: Graduating Teachers develop positive relationships with 
learners and the members of learning communities 
a. recognise how differing values and beliefs may impact on learners 
and their learning; 
b. have the knowledge and dispositions to work effectively with 
colleagues, parents/caregivers, families/whānau and communities;  
c. build effective relationships with their learners; 
d. promote a learning culture which engages diverse learners 
effectively; and 
e. demonstrate respect for te reo Māori me ngā tikanga-a-iwi in their 
practice.  
Consideration for engaging diverse students and other related competencies 
in Standard Six are in part understood through the development of historical, 
political, and social contextual knowledge as outlined in Standard Three. 
Designing culturally responsive PETE curriculum and pedagogical practices that 
are cognisant of the Graduating Teachers Standards and of PE within the NZC, 
may be aided through an examination and critique of existing PETE literature. 
Similar to the two themes highlighted in Standards Three and Six, PETE literature 
has also sought to develop pedagogical approaches which prepare teachers who 
are able to engage diverse students and additionally, and work with the politics of 
knowledge production, and contextual knowledge (see for example, Burden, 
Hodge, O’Bryant & Harrison, 2004; Culp & Schmidlein, 2012; Curtner-Smith, 
2007; Sicilia-Camancho & Fernandez-Balboa, 2009; Sirna, Tinning & Rossi, 
2010; Tinning 1991). 
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More than twenty years ago Tinning (1991) suggested three discourses 
operate within PETE programmes in the minority world18: performance pedagogy, 
critical pedagogy, and postmodern pedagogy. Performance pedagogy was at the 
time – and still arguably is – the most dominant discourse within PETE 
programmes in minority world countries, and pertains to the technical aspects of 
learning about teaching and learning. Within the technicist tradition, performance 
pedagogy is concerned with ‘good’ teaching and includes matters of efficiency 
based upon rationality, objectivity, and positivist science. Given the physical 
aspects of PE, performance pedagogy may be considered a form of technocratic 
PE where learning about physical performance is paramount; and this includes the 
development of scientific skills for measurability, and the development of 
efficient, disciplined sporting bodies (Charles, 1979).  
The second discourse within PETE that Tinning (1991) described was 
critical pedagogy (or socially critical PETE) and this has gained some popularity 
after emerging during the late 1980s and early 1990s (see for example, Gore, 
1990; Kirk, 1986; Macdonald, 1993). Curtner-Smith (2007) explains that the 
purpose of a critically oriented PETE programme is to develop critically reflective 
PE teachers who are able to examine taken for granted assumptions with an 
emphasis on political, social, moral, and ethical issues. Within critical PETE 
programmes questions about the nature of knowledge, privileged knowledges, and 
power relations within movement contexts are explored through a range of critical 
pedagogical strategies. Strategies such as large and small group discussions (Gore, 
1990), critical incident writing (Curtner-Smith & Sofo, 2004), and the use of 
critical story telling (Garrett, 2006) have all been employed with varying success. 
Critiques of a critically oriented PETE are similar to the critique that I present in 
article I, and include the challenges of shifting PETE students political and social 
                                                 
18 I use the term minority world, rather than Western world, first world, the developed world or the 
global south. Minority world refers to post-industrial knowledge societies. The majority world is 
often referred to as the third world, the developing world, or the global south. I prefer use of this 
term as it refers primarily to the idea that the majority world has a much larger population. That 
the way we are in the minority world is a literal minority in terms of epistemology and ontology. 
This term is, like the others commonly used, also not unproblematic. Large countries for example 
China, could be categorised either way. As a minority world inhabitant, nevertheless, I find it 
serves as a reminder that my ways of being and knowing are not superior, majority, nor complete.  
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positioning, and the challenges of ‘moral high grounding’ levied against critical 
pedagogues (O’Sullivan, Siedentop & Locke, 1992; Tinning, 2002). The critique 
of critical pedagogical practice was a central part of the self-study process I 
undertook as part of this PhD project, and this process led me to an exploration of 
‘post’ possibilities, which Tinning (1991) introduced as a third discourse in PETE.  
Tinning (1991) observed that with the exception of a small number of 
scholars, postmodern pedagogical practices within PETE contexts were yet to 
emerge. More than 20 years after introducing postmodern discourse as a 
possibility within PETE (Tinning, 1991), post-possibilities for PE and PETE are 
still emergent. Since 1991 there has been a small yet growing body of PETE 
literature which has drawn upon a range of post-theoretical perspectives, perhaps 
the most prevalent of which is poststructuralist studies relating to gender and 
embodied experiences of PE  (see for example, Azzarito & Solomon, 2006; Sykes 
& McPhail, 2008). For example, drawing upon Foucault’s (1988) ethics of care, 
Sicilia-Camancho & Fernandez-Balboa (2009) explored poststructural 
possibilities within PETE as a response to critical pedagogical limitations, which 
they argue have been criticised for universal, normative moral coding and scripted 
pedagogical practices.  
In 2006, Wright explored postmodern, poststructural, and postcolonial 
perspectives in PE and at the time she did not find any studies that utilised a 
postcolonial analysis for understanding PE or PETE. During the writing of this 
report, I completed an ERIC database search for “physical education” and 
“postcolonialism” or “postcolonial analysis”. The search did not return any 
results. There are however a small number of indigenous PE studies in circulation, 
and of relevance to Aotearoa/New Zealand are critical PE and PETE studies 
which analyse the marginalisation of indigenous Māori knowledge, and the 
stereotyping of Māori young people within PE (Hokowhitu, 2004; 2007; 2008).   
The three discourse suggested by Tinning (1991) still provide a relevant 
framework for considering the way in which PETE programmes are developed 
and enacted today. Yet, as has been demonstrated here, socially critical PETE 
research is still relatively marginalised, particularly research that draws upon 
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poststructural and postcolonial theoretical perspectives. PETE literature relating to 
diversity and difference has to a large extent mirrored that of general teacher 
education literature. In a comprehensive literature review of pre-service teachers 
views of cultural diversity between 1985 and 2007, Castro (2010) found that 
White pre-service teachers failed to recognise racial inequality, held deficit views 
and had lower expectations of culturally diverse students, denied the existence of 
significant cultural differences, and failed to see themselves as cultural beings. 
However, Castro did report that more recently a greater acceptance of cultural 
differences has developed. He attributes this shift to increased technological 
interconnectivity, demographical diversity, and migrant flow (Coomes, 2004; 
Howe & Strauss, 2000; Marker, 2006).  
This notion of ‘greater acceptance toward cultural difference’ is 
nevertheless problematic where alterity is allowed to exist alongside (for example 
where diversity is celebrated), but where one remains stable and unaltered by 
encounters with the Other (article IV). Notions of ‘diversity’ and ‘acceptance of 
diversity’ have in many contexts become useful as a performative marketability 
(Ahmed, 2012). In a way terms such as diversity and difference become non-
terms for their ubiquitous use in institutions, and in everyday contexts which serve 
dominant already privileged ways of knowing and being. Indeed, Castro (2010) 
also found that pre-service teachers lacked complexity in their understandings of 
cultural difference and contextual politics of knowledge and ideas of privilege. He 
attributed this to the “uncritical adoption of cultural assumptions that limit one’s 
critical consciousness of structural and institutional inequity and White privilege” 
(p. 207). Cultural assumptions stemmed from universalist and meritocratic beliefs 
contributing to a myth of equality. Responding to the findings of the literature 
review, Castro suggested that future research needs to begin with pre-service 
teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and prior experiences about cultural diversity upon 
entry in to initial teacher education. Where culturally diverse encounters have 
occurred among pre-service teachers, have they served to create opportunities to 
challenge stereotypes, or only served to foster further ethnocentric views? In the 
mixed methods section of this report, I have sought to address this important and 
formative question. 
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Drawing upon pre-service teachers’ experiences and understandings of 
difference to shape pre-service teacher education is an important yet challenging 
task, as “difficult knowledges” (Britzman, 1998) are wrestled with. Andreotti, 
Fa’afoi, Sitomaniemi-San & Ahenakew (2013) are critical of pre-service teacher 
education courses which tend to detach individual experiences and knowledge 
production from socio-historical and economic contexts; construct difference 
within paternalistic salvationist lenses; and focus on “normative definitions of 
terms (e.g., diversity and identity), [and] homogenous narratives of cultural 
traditions and classroom strategies to manage diversity” (p. 4). Informed by 
postcolonial theory and utilising affect theory, Andreotti et al. (2013) undertook a 
research project with pre-service teachers in order to investigate the ways in 
which the participants interpreted politics of knowledge production in the 
construction of subjectivities and ideas of self, Other, and inequalities in 
education. Through the use of learning journals pre-service teachers were invited 
to critically reflect on a range of provocative texts and constructs that challenged 
normative and ethnocentric understandings of difference, diversity, and ethical 
relationality with the Other. Working with difficult knowledges often provokes 
tension, and so it was perhaps not surprising that Andreotti et al.  (2013) 
encountered significant resistance as pre-service teachers subjectivities were 
threatened with destabilisation. Where conceptual shifts did occur among pre-
service teachers, they found there was a complex and nonlinear process of 
learning that occurred between cognition, affect, and relationality. Their study 
suggests that there is likely to be resistance and antagonism where engagement 
with difficult knowledges is provoked; where pre-service teachers are confronted 
with complicity and implication in structural educational inequalities; where 
notions of power and privilege are exposed and subjectivities threatened; and 
where alternative ethical possibilities for relationality with Other are considered. 
Advocates of culturally responsive PETE programmes have challenged 
ethnocentric PETE practices that fail to address issues of cultural difference and 
diversity (including ethical relationality with Other), and they have argued for the 
adoption of a range of teaching strategies to address existing challenges and 
limitations (see for example, Burden et al., 2004; Culp & Schmidlein, 2012; 
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Garrett, 2006; Sicilia-Camancho & Fernandez-Balboa, 2009; Tinning, 2002). 
Burden et al. (2004) explored ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism in their study of 
PETE curriculum and pedagogical practices, and these concepts have relevance to 
this study. By using Bennett’s (1993) definitions of ethnocentrism and 
ethnorelativism19, Burden et al. (2004)  advocate for diversity infused PETE 
programmes that aim to shift pre-service teachers’ toward more ethnorelativist 
understandings of difference. For example, through the use of journaling as a 
reflective tool while on teaching placement in a culturally diverse setting, Burden 
et al. (2004) found that pre-service teachers were able to identify issues, address 
problems, and think critically about best practices. It was difficult to ascertain 
from the study, however, whether or not a shift in pre-service teachers’ thinking 
from ethnocentric to ethnorelativism did in fact occur. I was left wondering 
whether or not such placements might serve to reinforce stereotypical thinking as 
has been suggested by Castro (2010), Bell, Horn and Roxas (2007), and Garmon 
(2004).  
Similar to Burden et al. (2004), Culp and Schmidlein (2012) suggest 
authentic learning opportunities combined with critical self-reflection and class 
discussion, as pedagogical tools in preparing PETE students to work within 
culturally diverse settings. Regarding critical self-reflection, Culp and Schmidlein 
(2012) observe that “identifying biases helps in scrutinising more complex 
elements of discrimination and marginalisation” (p. 12). Furthermore, they report 
that critical self-reflection is not only an important tool for developing self-
awareness of PETE students own cultures, but also as a way of critiquing 
ethnocentric biases that may exist.  Culp and Schmidlein (2012) also suggest class 
discussions and the use of critical incidents creating further pedagogical context 
for reflection and exploration of cultural diversity and education.   
As a physical education teacher educator working within a socio-critical 
PETE programme, I wanted to understand the nature of ‘pedagogies of 
                                                 
19 Burden et al. (2004) drawing on the work of Bennet (1993) define ethnocentrism as the denial 
or, defence against, and minimisation of difference. Ethnorelativism is defined as the acceptance 
of adaptation to and integration of difference, defined by de Sensi (1994, as cited in Burden et al) 
as “the authentic internalisation of bicultural or multicultural frames or reference” (p. 36).  
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interruption’ further. With a relative dearth of research in the PETE context, I was 
motivated to explore other possibilities suggested within the field of GCE.   
2.3 Global Citizenship Education  
Like most other forms of education, GCE is a contested domain. Different 
theoretical perspectives and competing political agendas lead to diverse 
configurations of GCE (Andreotti & Souza, 2012; Pashby, 2012). Specific 
political agendas and social imaginaries, will of course determine the way in 
which GCE is conceptualised and taught in schools, and each conceptualisation 
begins with a particular ideal of the type of global citizen desired. In this section I 
introduce GCE as a contested field of study and these ideas are expanded upon in 
chapters 4 and 7 as they apply to PETE and S-L contexts. 
In recent years there has been significant interest and growth in the field of 
GCE, yet interestingly despite the NZC situating young people as global citizens, 
there is yet to emerge in Aotearoa/New Zealand research informing the shaping of 
global citizens through education. Drawing upon an international body of 
research, Marshall (2011) attributes the growth of GCE to global crisis, defined by 
Todd (2009) as “rampant capitalism, vast international migration, ecological 
fragility, technological interconnectivity, cultural hybridity and reconfiguration of 
political power” (p. 23). Others attribute the growth of GCE to the rise of global 
knowledge economies, not seen as crisis but rather as progress. For example, 
Rizvi (2009) suggests that a vision for corporate cosmopolitanism shaping global 
capitalists (Urry, 1998, as cited in Marshall) will aim to develop young people as 
“culturally flexible and adaptable” concerned with “strategic economic 
possibilities” (p. 268).  Marshall (2011) drawing upon the work of Young (2008) 
suggests that this imaginary contributes to a form of technical-economic 
instrumentalism. She argues that this form of instrumentalism is market driven; 
essentially preparing young people to effectively contribute to global neoliberal 
knowledge societies.  
Marshall (2011) identifies a second conceptualisation of GCE:  a global 
social-justice instrumentalism that “requires an emotional and often active 
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commitment to, and understanding of, particular interpretations of economic, 
political, legal or cultural injustice” (p. 418). Based upon universalist constructs of 
human rights and freedoms, and normative understandings of what is right, true, 
just and fair, Marshall (2011) argues that this form of GCE focuses on the need to 
develop global citizens who understand and care for a common humanity, and 
who will take action against injustice (see for example, Oxfam, 2006). Marshall 
(2011) suggests that a global social-justice conception of GCE is often 
marginalised in schools, particularly where there is a predominantly critical, rather 
than humanistic focus. In a recent study of citizenship within Aotearoa/New 
Zealand schools, Bolstad (2012) found that personally responsible and 
participatory citizenship were favourable above a justice oriented citizenship 
(Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). That is to say, a liberal humanist, rather than 
critical humanist position is privileged.  
Marshall (2011) traces a third emergent GCE conceptualisation which seeks 
to address limitations inherent within technical-economic and critical global 
social-justice instrumentalism. She highlights the works of Andreotti (2006; 
2010), Rizvi (2009) and Todd (2009) that situate GCE within postcolonial and 
poststructural theoretical frameworks. These scholars and others (see for example 
Pashby, 2011; Shultz, Abdi & Richardson, 2011; Taylor, 2012) argue that GCE 
discourses of salvationism and paternalism are fuelled by uncritical, ahistorical, 
and ethnocentric minority world ideals that subscribe to universalist notions of 
progress and development obtained through global neoliberal policy and universal 
human rights and freedoms (see for example, UNESCO, 2005). Because critical 
pedagogical approaches have been critiqued for the focus on universal 
ethnocentric norms, scripted predetermined solutions, and  even action that leads 
to further complicity and implication; critical GCE projects are no less immune to 
this critique when founded upon modernist Eurocentric epistemological and 
ontological positions (fixed, stable, universal; emphasising harmony and 
consensus). Furthermore, Mannion, Biesta, Priestley and Ross (2011) raise further 
concerns about the way GCE is perceived as the development of competence and 
a project of self-betterment; rather than as a practice, or a way of becoming that 
may serve to disrupt ethnocentric, universalist thinking (Biesta, 2006).  
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In response to this critique Andreotti (2011b), drawing on the work of 
Anderson (1998), suggests a different global citizenship imaginary that privileges 
“reciprocal and transformative encounters with strangers” (p. 234). She qualifies 
this further by explaining that “these encounters are framed around radical appeals 
to openness, to difference and to the negotiation of meaning, rather than around 
normative appeals to notions of impartial reasoning or ideas of democracy, 
freedom, rights and justice that are presented as universal” (p. 234). 
Transformative encounters with strangers (the Other) are of course risky 
encounters as they invoke destabilisation and dissensus (Biesta, 2006; Levinas, 
1981; Todd, 2009).  Such a possibility for re-conceptualizing ethical relationality 
with the Other holds some promise for pre-service education, and in particular 
PETE. One pedagogical approach that could invite a “reciprocal and 
transformative encounter with strangers” (Andreotti, 2011b, p. 234) is S-L in 
PETE. It was this possibility that led me to consider ethical relationality with 
Other through S-L (articles III and IV). To contextualise this idea further, the 
following section provides a background to, and critique of S-L. 
2.4 Service-Learning  
There is now a plethora of research and practice available which advocates 
for the benefits of S-L across a broad range of educational contexts. Situated 
within the wider field of community engagement, the field of S-L intersects with 
volunteerism, civic engagement, experiential learning, study abroad, and other 
related disciplines. There are many researchers and education practitioners who 
are enthusiastic about the potential of S-L, particularly as it provides “fluid, 
dynamic contextual experiences that books, articles and lectures cannot duplicate” 
(Mariner, Lester, Sprecher & Anders, 2011, p. 70). Vaccaro (2011) reflects on the 
benefits of embodied ‘real life’ experiences in relationship with others. Benefits 
such as enhanced academic and life skills (Astin & Sax, 1998), increased 
awareness of social justice issues (Rhoads, 1998), and increased commitment to 
continued civic engagement (Billig & Root, 2005) have all been reported.  
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Furco (2011) observes that while “much of the S-L literature to date has 
centred on making the case for S-L as an effective strategy for enhancing young 
peoples’ educational development” (p. ix), there is also present a “shadow side” 
within S-L. Where S-L is promoted primarily as a project for self-betterment, and 
where the needs and desires of the education partner are privileged (often 
unwittingly) above all else, concerns for community partners are raised (article 
IV). Furco (2011) is highly critical of many S-L projects which have been found 
to “reinforce stereotypes, decrease participants motivation to engage in future 
service activities and exacerbate power differentials between social and cultural 
groups” (p. ix).  Furthermore, as indicated in article IV, Furco (2011) and Butin 
(2011) are critical of S-L projects which they argue, lack critical reflexivity and 
theoretical sophistication. The purpose of this section will therefore be to provide 
a critique of S-L, as it is this critique which led me to explore alternative 
conceptualisations of S-L based upon ethical relationality with the Other (articles 
III and IV). Links to global citizenship and GCE will be highlighted within this 
critique, and synergies explored.   
Furco (2011) and Butin (2011) are highly critical of a lack of theoretical 
engagement, critical analysis, and reflexivity within the research field of S-L. In 
fact Butin (2011) calls for the development of S-L as an intellectual movement, 
which he suggests is currently positioned inadequately as a social movement. 
While many definitions of S-L focus on technical (and non-political) aspects of 
the pedagogical practice20, Butin (2011) problematises S-L by defining it as “a 
community based, experiential and embodied experience in a real world real time 
encounter with others within a complex and often times contested setting” (p.26). 
By defining S-L within contested terrains of technical, cultural and political 
contexts, Butin (2011) argues for a careful and sophisticated critique of the 
practice which moves beyond reductionist myths of stable experiences, singular 
community constructs and pre-agreed upon ideas of justice. Specifically, he 
argues against S-L positioned as a singular, transparent, and neutral experience. 
                                                 
20 Such as Duncan & Koperud’s (2008) four traits of 1) commitment to community partnership, 2) 
learning and academic rigour, 3) intentional reflective thinking, and 4) practice of civic 
responsibility.  
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As each participant engages from within their own unique subjectivities and 
ontological positioning, Butin (2011) contends that S-L encounters most often 
involve a dynamic context of clashing values, ethical dilemmas, and unpredictable 
outcomes at technical, cultural, and political levels. There is a consequent need to 
exercise rigorous critique at multiple of impact, including affect for all parties 
engaged in the S-L process.   
An emerging critique of S-L draws upon GCE and development literature 
and this is explored briefly here, in articles III and IV, and in greater detail in 
chapter 7 (see also Kahn, 2011; Platter, 2011). S-L’s commitment to civic 
engagement and the development of ‘good citizens’ (Duncan & Kopperud, 2008) 
has more recently led to an exploration of global citizenship and GCE discourses, 
particularly in the field of international service-learning (ISL) (see for example, 
Bringle, Hatcher, & Williams, 2011). As the global market place increasingly 
requires graduates with global citizenship competency skills, Platter (2011) 
suggests that ISL may be an effective pedagogical practice for serving both the 
needs of students and satisfying public interest. Yet Platter is conscious of 
existing tensions within the field of GCE, and invites ISL practitioners to be 
mindful of the different global citizenship imaginaries when engaging in 
international projects.  One such tension is highlighted by Kahn (2011), who after 
many years of ISL engagement is skeptical of the ability of ISL to develop global 
citizens outside of ethnocentric, paternalistic and salvationist frameworks. Kahn 
(2011) provides a compelling critique of ‘neo-colonial’ ISL projects, which she 
argues persist as ethnocentric and paternalistic particularly when students exist in 
detached, observatory positionalities. She problematises the nature of 
‘partnerships’ and ‘collaborations’, and questions the ability of ISL to truly share 
authority. Kahn concludes by questioning whether or not it is possible to “ever 
engage in ISL without succumbing in part to neo-colonialist models of 
development that involve powerful and healthy foreigners from one world 
providing for those in need in the other”(p. 116).  
 Similar critiques have recently emerged within other community 
engagement literature, particularly within the field of GCE, and these critique 
present important signposts for S-L development (see for example, Andreotti & 
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Souza, 2012; Cook, 2008; Heron, 2007; Jefferess, 2008; Zemach-Bersin, 2007).  
On the cultural politics of benevolence, Jefferess (2008) provides a critique of 
paternalistic and salvationist international community engagement projects and 
calls for ethical relationality with the Other; rather than a focus on projects that 
‘do to’ or ‘for’ others. Likewise, Simpson (2004) is critical of the minority world 
trend of taking gap years between secondary and post-secondary school to 
volunteer abroad which encourage the ‘doing’ of development to others. After 
exercising hyper self-reflexivity as ‘servers’ in a S-L research project, Mariner et 
al. (2011) conclude that “the very construct ‘service-learning’ risk[s] assuming 
that some need to be served, and some are capable of serving, a process which 
almost by definition creates an intense power coupling between two groups” (p. 
75). Instead, they suggest a shift in S-L focus from knowing, doing and fixing, to 
one of relating. Keith (2005) also argues for a shift in relating beyond the 
problematic of the server-served dichotomy.  
It was this relational problematic inherent within S-L that led me to consider 
through the self-study process other ways that S-L could be conceptualised, and this 
became the focus of articles III and IV. I found particularly helpful the works of 
Andreotti & Dowling (2004), Biesta (2006; 2012), and Todd (2003) in understanding 
different possibilities for relationality with the Other, and for social justice education 
entirely. Drawing upon the work of Emmanuel Levinas, the authors all presented 
varied possibilities for relationality with the Other outside terms of oppression 
(Todd, 2003).  In addition to an exploration of these ideas in article III and IV 
particularly, I expand further on relational possibilities in chapter 7.  
2.5 Conclusion 
 The purpose of this study is to consider ways in which ethical relationality 
with the Other are enacted and constrained within a range of educational contexts 
(PE, PETE and S-L). Guided by the two main research questions21, I have sought 
                                                 
21 1. What types of engagement with difference are enabled and constrained by different discourses 
in PE and PETE? 
  2. What possibilities and difficulties emerge in critical and postcritical frameworks of S-L? 
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to understand difference and diversity, and ethical relationality with the Other 
specifically, by drawing upon a range of inter-related bodies of literature and this 
includes shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning, curriculum shifts 
(including PE), PETE, GCE, and S-L contexts. In this chapter I have introduced 
these fields of research while situating them within a specifically Aotearoa/New 
Zealand context. Throughout the remaining report, and across all four articles, I 
explore these ideas further.  
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3 Self-Study Methodology and Findings 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the self-study 
methodology and findings. I describe the context and purpose of this part of the 
doctoral study, provide a rationale for the selection of this methodological 
approach, and explain the data collection and methods of analysis used. 
Additionally, I describe the epistemological shifts that I observed happening as a 
result of this self-study and I briefly outline the contextual findings of the study 
(i.e., for S-L, PE, and PETE). The findings are also presented in articles I, III, and 
IV and will be revisited in chapter 7.  
3.1 Context and Purpose 
My interest in this project developed primarily out of earlier research 
relating to recent PE curriculum change in Aotearoa/New Zealand. As a PE 
teacher trained within a technicist, performance based paradigm, I had become 
disillusioned with what I perceived to be a disconnect between curriculum 
content, meaning and relevance for young people. However, The New Zealand 
Health and Physical Education Curriculum (NZHPE) (Ministry of Education, 
1999) presented a significant philosophical shift that drew upon critical 
humanistic traditions despite a growing neoliberal political agenda. This socio-
critical curriculum shift sparked new possibilities for me as a teacher and as an 
emerging teacher educator and researcher. The corresponding epistemological 
shift that occurred in my thinking strongly influenced my teaching practice. 
Through an exploration of PE as a socio-critical discipline, and through a 
synergy that this generated with my own beliefs about education, I developed 
practices that were centred primarily on critical pedagogical thought (see for 
example Culpan &Bruce, 2007; Bruce et al., 2010; Bruce et al., 2011).  
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As a PE and alternative education22 teacher in Aotearoa/New Zealand 
secondary schools, and also as a youth worker (for a Māori youth organisation), 
almost all of my teaching experiences, prior to working in PETE, involved 
working with young people on the margins of society. Many of the young people I 
worked with had been excluded from mainstream school and were labelled as 
failures; although, it was the system—I would say—that had failed them. I 
mention this because, as I reflected upon the NZC, I dared to hope that the vision, 
values, and principles espoused, present a window of opportunity for teacher 
educators to construct learning opportunities that invite pre-service teachers to 
view the world through different lenses and to consider new possibilities, 
including the possibility of more ethical forms of relationality with the Other.  
In order to develop these ideas and thoughts further, I was invited to 
participate in a collaborative project that sought to consider curriculum 
possibilities ‘otherwise’ (Andreotti et al., 2012). Thus, this self-study project was 
one of a number of case studies within a wider collaborative project with other 
researchers and practitioners seeking to explore conceptualisations of knowledge 
and learning within a range of teacher education contexts. Practitioner researchers 
in the project were either pre-service or in-service teacher educators (i.e. in either 
initial or ongoing, professional teacher education roles). The aim of the 
collaborative project was to support practitioner researchers to critically explore 
ideas relating to 21st century learning, epistemological thinking, and the NZC; and 
to investigate the ways in which these ideas were enacted through educational 
practice. I was invited to participate in this project as a practitioner researcher and 
this self-study was part of the journey for me.  
As I entered this project and began to talk with my mentor and other 
practitioner researchers, I was confronted head-on with challenges to my firmly 
grounded and established way of ‘knowing’ and ‘being’. Through engagement 
with ‘post’ as interrogation ideologies (Andreotti, 2010), I was presented with 
tensions and challenges regarding the limitations of critical humanistic 
perspectives. Today as I write this, I am conscious of the opportunities that critical 
                                                 
22 Alternative education in Aotearoa/New Zealand is a specialised form of schooling for students 
excluded from mainstream school for either behavioural or truancy issues.  
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humanistic perspectives present within particular contexts; however, it is the 
limitations therein that prompted the epistemological and ontological shifts 
(understood here as both disruption and constant re/de-construction of grounding 
assumptions) that I encountered through the self-study process. The journey 
toward engaging with post-traditions was undertaken in search of answers to 
questions that appeared just beneath the surface of my practice as a critical 
pedagogue. Concepts such as universal, fixed, and certain notions of truth clashed 
with my growing understanding of knowledge as partial, context-dependent, 
socially constructed, and constantly changing. For example, when teaching, at 
times I was aware of pre-service teachers’ resistances to dialogue where ideas 
differed from my own, and this led me to question the problems of engaging in a 
form of critical pedagogy that seemed at times to be dogmatic and closed to 
difference (Duncum, 2008; Ellsworth, 1989). Furthermore, the answers that I gave 
to critical issues were usually predetermined and ‘scripted’ and this seemed to 
discount other possibilities (Todd, 2009). Within S-L contexts other dilemmas 
emerged. For example, I found that the server-served dichotomy positioned the 
role of students as ‘knowers’, experts, and helpers and this foreclosed the 
possibility of learning from the ‘served’. Learning to think ‘otherwise’—through 
engagement with post-traditions— provided me with the skills and opportunities 
to consider other possibilities for S-L. The conflicts that arose and the resultant 
varying conceptualisations are explored in depth later in this chapter. 
Through participation in this project, I was primarily concerned with 
exploring the following questions: 
1. What factors contributed to epistemological and ontological shifts in 
my own thinking? 
2. How are shifts in conceptualisations of knowledge and learning 
interpreted within S-L and within the PE learning area? 
3. What are the implications of these conceptual shifts for PETE? 
The following section addresses the first research question.  
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3.2 Method(s)  
Participating in this study provided me with the opportunity to engage in 
discussions relating to epistemological shifts in understandings of concepts such 
as knowledge societies, post modernity, and knowledge and learning in 21st 
century education contexts. I began to explore both the ways that I ‘know’ (an 
epistemological shift) and the ways that I ‘see’ (an ontological shift) difference. 
These explorations led to both an unsettling and a welcoming awareness of the 
process of becoming. Experiencing the shifting process through conscious 
reflection led me to an understanding that this is a holistic process of engagement; 
the emotional, cognitive, and spiritual are all affected in varying ways. 
Correspondingly, I selected self-study as a methodological approach for this 
project as it provided an appropriate framework through which to capture the 
journey of epistemological and ontological shifting, and to examine the 
implications of these shifts for my own teaching practice. Self-study is a 
methodological approach concerned with understanding, reflecting upon, and 
improving practice through interaction and reflexivity (Hamilton et al., 2008; 
Kleinsasser, 2010; Pinnegar, 2008). Self-study has been described as “a look at 
self in action, usually within educational contexts” (Hamilton et al., p. 17): The 
aim is which is to produce new knowledge (Loughran & Northfield, 1998).  
LaBoskey (2004) suggests five components for self-study implementation: 
self-initiated and focused, improvement aimed (and transformational), interactive, 
includes multiple, mainly qualitative methods, and defines validity as a process 
based on trustworthiness. Regarding trustworthiness, I employed Loughran and 
Northfield’s (1998) guidelines for trustworthiness. They suggest that a report 
“includes sufficient detail of the complexity and context of the situation for it to 
‘ring true’ for the reader; provides and demonstrates some triangulation of data 
and a range of different perspectives around an issue; and makes explicit links to 
relevant educational literature…” (p. 13). Trustworthiness, variation, and depth in 
the self-study were created by collecting data through a number of interactive 
processes, and through investigating and sharing the data analysis and findings 
with my mentor (critical friend) (LaBoskey, 2004).  
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The interactive processes are framed as factors contributing to the shifts I 
experienced and include: ongoing discussions with the researchers in the wider 
collaborative project (and in particular my mentor), recorded interviews with my 
mentor and with practitioner researchers in the collaborative project, participation 
in collaborative project workshops, use of conceptual tools, journal writing, 
memos, and academic reading and writing as part of the research process. 
Throughout this time journeying with practitioner researchers provided the 
opportunity to engage critically around research-related issues. Furthermore, 
support provided by my mentor was a pivotal factor in this shifting journey and 
this is explained further in the next section.  
There were a number of useful conceptual tools that contributed to an 
understanding of epistemological shifts in my own thinking, in particular Baxter 
Magolda’s Model of Epistemological Development (Baxter Magolda, 1992), the 
Multiple Meanings Tool (Andreotti & Souza, 2008), and Andreotti’s (2010) 
distinction between Cognitive Adaptation and Epistemological Pluralism 
(described in chapter 2). Through the application of ‘theory to practice’ concept 
understood in dialogue with the collaborative research team, I began to perceive 
of the possibility of ‘knowing’ in other ways. For shifts to occur in my own 
critical humanistic understandings, I drew upon a range of poststructural tools as 
these were necessary as a way of troubling the discourses that I was so used to 
(Sandretto, 2008). In fact Sandretto (2008), in defense of poststructuralist 
possibilities for self-study research, suggests that “self-study researchers who 
make use of poststructural analytical tools may be able to make use of different 
discourses of teaching and teacher education that could enable them to shift their 
practices” (p. 93).  
Reading and writing as part of the research process facilitated 
epistemological and ontological shifts for me. Reading relevant academic 
literature helped to give me a new language. I found that reading helped to make 
the tacit explicit – the unconscious conscious. Reading helped to legitimise my 
epistemological and ontological shifts and increase my confidence. Additionally, I 
also found personal and academic writing to be useful in the self-study process. 
As part of the research process I, along with another colleague wrote article III.  I 
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chose to do this as a way of wrestling with previously held views of S-L that had 
become unsettled by this journey. S-L was a context that I had previously 
explored through a critical paradigm as a useful, action-oriented approach to 
implementing critical pedagogy in PE and PETE. Prior to participation in this 
project I wrote, along with two other colleagues, a book chapter that explored the 
limitations of traditional views of S-L thinking and proposed a critical S-L 
possibility in PE and PETE (Bruce et al., 2010). The academic writing process 
within this self-study further enabled an understanding of the shifts that I was 
experiencing. As part of the self-study process, I began to shift toward an 
understanding of epistemological pluralism and so I decided to explore these ideas 
by conceptualising S-L within a postcritical paradigm (article III). A colleague 
and I structured the article by critiquing and deconstructing both traditional and 
critical models of S-L and then proposing a postcritical relational approach as 
perhaps a ‘better’ way forward. After submitting this draft to my project mentor, it 
became clear that I had, in structuring the article in this way, presented ideas that 
were contradictory in nature. The article argued that a postcritical 
conceptualisation was the preferred model for implementing S-L. However, 
within an epistemologically pluralist perspective, there is an understanding that 
any decisions are context dependent. Furthermore, in presenting varied 
conceptualisations and acknowledging that each has possibilities and limitations, 
people may choose how they may respond in ways that are situated, provisional, 
and contextually based. In the first draft, what I had sought to do was to try and 
take an idea and place it in the ‘old’ worldview. Wrestling with new ideas and 
varying conceptualisations demonstrated for me the importance of the reading and 
writing process in contributing to the shifting journey. Through engaging with 
other researchers’ ideas, I was challenged to think about ideas in ways previously 
unexplored.  
Multiple qualitative data sources were collated together using a research log 
(Samaras, 2011), and this included memos, journal writing, interviews, and 
workshop notes. The research log is essentially a “notebook of sorting, meaning 
making and documenting insights, questions and reflections about [the] research” 
(p. 285). Both during, and at the end of the data collection period, I analysed the 
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data using the constant comparison methods (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990). Throughout the duration of the self-study project, I continually 
coded data and sought to identify categories and themes until I reached a point of 
saturation. I was also mindful of the idea of categorising and connecting 
(Maxwell & Miller, 2008). While categorising seeks to identify similarities; 
connecting seeks to identify connections between categories. The idea of 
connecting helped me to be cognisant of the broader picture, including theoretical 
connections. The self-study process, while documented intensely over a relatively 
short (10 month) time period was nevertheless incomplete as the journey of 
becoming is continuous. What I do report here are two significant categories that 
emerged and were explored as themes began to develop.  These include the 
ontological shifting process (described in section 3.3) and epistemological shifts 
understood through S-L, PE and PETE contexts (described in section 3.4).  
In article I, I use the metaphor of a dance, specifically ‘dancing on the edge’ 
to illustrate the encounters of crisis and affect experienced through the self-study 
process. The experience was a powerful demonstration of the emotional 
(ontological) journey that occurred beyond the bounds of rationality, as previous 
fixed and certain beliefs about concepts such as justice and truth, began to move. 
In the following section, I have chosen the metaphor of shaky ground to 
demonstrate further, how uneasy this shifting process was for me. I also include 
more raw data than in article I in order to illustrate the shifting process further.  
3.3 Outcomes: Ontological Shifts  
Through the self-study process my core beliefs were challenged in ways that 
I found to be profoundly difficult, uncomfortable, and unsettling. Berger (2004) 
calls this transformational reflection the edge of knowing – the space where our 
limits are stretched. She observes that people “respond differently when 
confronted with the edge of knowing—either we embrace, question, engage or 
retreat to comfort” (Berger, 2004, p. 342). For the most part, my experiences 
seemed to reflect the former; I sought to embrace, question, and engage. I do also, 
however, recall times when I retreated to comfort – to habitual ways of thinking 
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and knowing.  This process for me was like moving between stable and shaky 
ground. Stable was old familiar (and safe) thinking, and shaky was unpredictable, 
and constantly shifting. In this section I will explore the ontological shifting 
process before turning to pedagogical implications.  
On shaky ground there is a sense of both excitement and fear. Exploring 
new possibilities and considering the possibility of developing new 
understandings was exciting. I felt energised by the opportunities that were 
opening up. By nature I am curious and adventurous, and so walking on shaky 
ground was for the most part exciting and I welcomed the opportunity to 
experience new ways of knowing and becoming. Yet at the same time there were 
feelings of fear and uncertainty. What had been for me a very certain way of being 
and knowing was now being challenged and this was unsettling too. In one 
interview that was undertaken as part of the wider collaborative project, when 
asked if this process was “an emotional thing” for me, I responded: 
JB: Yep. Um, for example, emotions of highs and lows. Like, fear, but also 
excitement. Feelings of confusion, um, feelings of incredible uncertainty. 
Feelings of being threatened (laughs). Um, feelings of loss, was one, that’s 
right, that I wrote about...Um, loss of a way of seeing and viewing, because 
really it’s connected to my identity, so a loss of a way of being. But also, 
you know an excitement about embracing a different way of seeing and 
perceiving. So goodness, it was an emotional journal, it was very emotional, 
it was quite tumultuous.  
Given the above quotation, it is probably not surprising that on shaky 
ground there is a lack of confidence. As my previously held knowledge about 
pedagogical concepts such as power, democracy, indoctrination, justice, morality, 
agency, and ethics were challenged I began to lose confidence in my own teaching 
philosophy and practice. I no longer had ‘the answers’. I was concerned about my 
inability to make changes and experiment with new ways of knowing and being 
that could be reflected in my pedagogical practice. I felt much less sure of myself 
and my abilities; much less certain, and this connected to a sense of loss, as the 
following interview excerpt shows: 
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JB: I felt very secure and comfortable with the worldview that I had. And 
very certain. And, so it was challenging because it stretched that, and kind 
of threatened, in a way, my perceptions of the world, and that’s unsettling.  
On shaky ground there is a sense of loss. Berger (2004) writes that “to begin 
a transformative journey is to give up an old perspective, to actually lose a sense 
of the former world before the new world is fully articulated” (p. 338). Keegan 
(1994) refers to the middle zone as the place of sometimes using one hand and 
sometimes using another. One could say this is a place of oscillation and of 
internal conflict; a place of living in two worlds. This is the place where I found 
myself — in the middle zone. I could see and understand the other, but I was also 
partly the same.  
 On shaky ground there is confusion. Placing one foot in a new world view 
while still having a strong sense of understanding of my ‘home’ world view, 
meant that I was very confused. In a journal entry I noted: 
To be honest most of the time I am confused. When people ask me how the 
research is going, or what the project is about, I actually don’t know what to 
say. I stumble and trip over words. On one level I know, but its’ intuitive 
knowing. If [my mentor] explains things from a ‘post’ perspective, I’m like, 
yes that’s it. But I don’t know how to explain things myself.  
I was seeking to understand new ways of being but this contradicted 
previous ways of knowing. I could see that this called into question most of my 
teaching practice and also my own epistemological and ontological self. Keegan 
(1994) writes that this change of perspective comes with a loss – a loss of 
satisfaction with earlier perspectives. A change in perspective is marked by 
confusion at first. I understand this as a liminal space – ‘no place’ – the edge of 
knowing or the edge of meaning. Berger (2004) notes that “the hardest piece of 
transformation is the “neutral zone” when the past is untenable and the future is 
unidentifiable” (p. 344).  
On shaky ground there is the need for support. Transformational teachers 
help students to find and recognise the shaky ground, are company on the shaky 
ground, and help to stabilise the constant shifting (Berger, 2004). Once they come 
to shaky ground, students “need help to sustain the courage to stand and work to 
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grow” (p. 347). This need was most definitely reflected in my journey. Regarding 
support, my mentor did all the things mentioned above. She helped me to find and 
recognise this new place. With her company, I was supported to explore without 
feeling pressure to shift. Dialogue was open-minded and non-judgemental. A lot 
of questioning and storytelling were used and the pace of the journey was 
determined by where I was at (with the occasional gentle prod). Most importantly, 
I never felt pushed or pressured to shift. This last point created for me a space on 
shaky ground that was actually safe – while at the same time challenging. 
Additionally, I understood the ways in which reflection that deconstructs without 
considering new possibilities is unable to lead to different actions (Berger, 2004). 
As I journeyed with my mentor through a process of deconstructing critical 
paradigmatic thought, different possibilities and ways of ‘knowing’ and ‘seeing’ 
were also explored. Additionally, without the mentoring support given by the 
other practitioner researchers throughout this process it is unlikely that shifts 
would have occurred. Journeying with others was an important part of this process 
and the research culture that was created was really supportive, as one interview 
excerpt indicates: 
JB: ...and myself situated within a team who were also experiencing some 
shifts, that helped because it was a collective journey...that people were 
vulnerable, and we knew we were all vulnerable, and so you were happy to 
share and felt comfortable to do that. 
I found the pace of the journey seemed quite slow as new possibilities and 
ways of thinking and knowing required time. Part of the reason for slow shifts, I 
think, is the depth of movement that occurs at an ontological level. For me this 
speaks to the subconscious. While aware of being stretched by new ways of 
thinking and of knowing, I experienced so much confusion that I found it very 
difficult to articulate what it was that I was trying to say. In interviews with 
researchers in this project, I recall moments of brain fog; a glazing over, a tripping 
over words and forgetfulness about the question and about the responses. As my 
mentor and I explored new possibilities and challenged previously held beliefs, 
she would talk on and I would be lost in the previous train of thought. At times I 
recall feeling overwhelmed and very slow to process ideas. Toward the end of the 
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study, I explained this process thus: 
JB: I now have an understanding of [the learning loop]. Because it is quite a 
difficult place to be in, in terms of, there’s an awful lot of confusion in that 
place, and an inability to articulate, and you really, like I really did feel 
incredibly muddled and confused, and that is part of the shifting process! 
And, for me it wasn’t just about, shifts in knowledge, shifts in epistemology, 
it was ontological, so it was my actual beliefs, and the way you know, 
because it was actually shifting my whole worldview. Which is really 
significant, and [my mentor] was empathetic to that.  
As mentioned earlier when colleagues asked me to explain the project and 
my journey, at times I was unable to articulate what I was learning. This resonates 
with Berger’s (2004) findings as she notes that “we struggle with words when we 
reach the edges of understanding. We ramble and apologise and forget what the 
questions are” (p. 342). This inability to express that which is known intuitively is 
articulated by Polanyi (1967) through his expression, “We know more than we 
can tell” (p. 4). Regarding knowledge, Polanyi provides a useful distinction 
between explicit and tacit ways of knowing when he observes that “one often 
reaches a … conclusion and only later constructs an argument that leads up to it” 
(Polanyi cited in Scott & Moleski, 2005, p. 208). This inability to at first explicitly 
articulate an idea ought not to discount that there is a knowing.  
 Therefore, this process for me was indeed like moving between stable and 
shaky ground. Stable was old familiar (and safe) thinking, and shaky was 
unpredictable and constantly shifting. What was most confronting, I think, was the 
affective process invoking crisis, particularly as previously firmly held beliefs 
were destabilised. It was not as much the ‘what’ that was called in to question, but 
rather the ‘who’ (Masschelein & Todd, 2011). As I write this today, I am wary of 
inviting pre-service teachers into a similar (or different) shifting encounter; and 
feel ill-equipped for the ethical dilemmas and deeply affective work involved as a 
teacher education working with ‘difficult knowledges’ (Britzman, 1998).  I can 
hear the call of stable ground, the old familiar place. Yet I am reminded of 
Berger’s (2004) observation that “the hardest piece of transformation is the 
“neutral zone” when the past is untenable and the future is unidentifiable” (p. 
344). The future is at least partially identifiable, and the past I know for me, is 
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untenable. I accept that I will always be in a state of production, contestation, and 
becoming (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). I explore the implications of crisis and 
affect for my role as a teacher educator in chapter 7 when addressing the third 
research question from the self-study, i.e. what are the implications of these 
conceptual shifts for PETE? The following section addresses the implications for 
shifts in conceptualisations of S-L and PE.  
3.4 Findings: Shifts in Practice 
 In this section I address the second research question from the self-study: 
how are shifts in conceptualisations of knowledge and learning interpreted within 
S-L and within the PE learning area? I focus here on two conceptualisations of 
knowledge and learning relating to my teaching practice: that of S-L as an action-
oriented, critical pedagogical concept, and that of varying conceptualisations of 
socio-cultural orientations in PE.  The conceptualisations have been constructed for 
the purpose of this project and reflect a particular orientation toward an exploration 
and interrogation of post-traditions (Andreotti, 2010). As discussed in section 2.1, 
Andreotti (2010) provides a useful conceptual analysis of understandings of ‘post’ 
possibilities and consequent implications for education. In particular, I outlined 
how any reading of ‘post as interrogation’ calls for a rearrangement of systems and 
structures that will challenge existing violences. Post-colonialist and postcritical 
perspectives call for a focus on difference inherent within epistemological pluralism 
(Andreotti, 2010). These perspectives present monumental challenges and 
possibilities for education. The conceptualisations outlined below are one situated 
attempt at engaging with postcritical perspectives. It is important to note here that I 
intentionally draw ‘hard’, distinctive lines between varying theoretical perspectives 
and orientations for the purpose of understanding and illustrating the possibilities 
and limitations of theory to practice. I acknowledge that in many instances the lines 
are less absolute than the text below describes. While I provide an overview of 
these findings here, they are discussed further in chapter 7 (see also article I, III and 
IV).  
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3.4.1 Conceptualisations of S-L. 
 S-L as a pedagogical approach has particular relevance to the NZC as it 
provides the potential for community-school partnership links and for the 
exploration of values and principles such as diversity, equity, community 
engagement and ecological sustainability. S-L may provide an ideal opportunity to 
develop key competencies from the NZC such as “participating and contributing”, 
and “relating to others” (p. 12).   Furthermore, as previously mentioned the 
NZHPE curriculum was socio-critical in nature and drew upon critical-humanistic 
traditions in order to conceptualise and provide meaning to the movement context.  
In seeking to contextualise the movement culture (physical activity and sport 
cultures) from a critical perspective, many PE teachers within Aotearoa/New 
Zealand adopted a critical pedagogical approach that primarily centred upon 
developing critical thinking skills among students (Culpan & Bruce, 2007). 
However, instances of moving students beyond critical thinking toward social 
action have been limited, and so I, along with a number of other PETE teacher 
educators began to explore S-L, and in particular a critical S-L approach, as a 
pedagogical tool that was primarily action-oriented (Bruce et al., 2010). However, 
I found that participating in the self-study challenged my thinking further to 
consider the limitations of operating within a critical paradigm and the 
possibilities (and also limitations) of a postcritical approach to S-L. Exploring 
varying conceptualisations of S-L by considering the possibilities of knowledge 
and learning constructed through epistemological plurality provided me with a 
useful context for engaging with shifts.  Table 3 represents the variations within 
the three approaches to S-L I explored, and the possibilities and limitations of 




Conceptualisations of Service-Learning 
S-L Approach Traditional S-L Critical S-L Postcritical S-L/Relational S-L 
Core belief There are privileged and 
underprivileged people. 
Those who ‘have’ ought to 
give charity and help to 
those in need. 
There are inequities in society that 
need to be redressed towards a 
shared ideal of justice. 
Ideals need to be constantly re-





privilege as an entitlement. 
Privilege is a reward for 
hard work and natural ability
Privilege comes from systems of 
exploitation that prevent equality 
and justice. Acknowledgement of 
materialism as a source of guilt. 
Acknowledgement of privilege as a 
problem.  
Privilege comes from systems of 
exploitation that impose ideals of 
normativity. Acknowledgment of 
material and epistemic privilege as a 
problem. Acknowledgment of 
complicity within systems of 
exploitation.  
Unacknowledged desire To justify material and 
epistemic privilege and 
reinforce notions of 
superiority. To feel useful.  
To lead change. To have a sense of 
achievement in changing the lives of 
others.  
Not to reproduce violences of systems 
in terms of normalisation.  
Nature of the 
knowledge 
Knowledge is fixed and 
certain. E.g. the need to help 
and to be charitable.  
Knowledge is fixed and certain. E.g. 
universal ideals of justice and equity. 
Knowledge is socially constructed and 
negotiated in context. E.g. ideas of 
justice and equity are context 
dependent.  
Pedagogical aim of the 
project 
To develop charitable 
notions among the 
privileged. To provide 
assistance to those in need. 
To develop critical thinkers and 
activists who can advance issues of 
justice 
To develop an ethical framework for an 
unconditional regard for the other. 
Awareness of the need for 
responsibility toward each other  
Nature of the project Is predetermined and highly 
programmed; involves a 
‘privileged’ group giving to 
an ‘underprivileged’ group 
Based on critical thinking and socio-
critical action  
Relationally focused on understanding 
others through open dialogue and 
authentic ethical relationship; may lead 
to collective action or may be 
dialogically focused  
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S-L Approach Traditional S-L Critical S-L Postcritical S-L/Relational S-L 
Concepts of thinking 
and action  
 
Emotional and moral appeal 
to sympathise and to act 
quickly. Action needs to be 
verifiable within a 
timeframe.  
Rational and moral appeal to think 
critically and to act justly.  Action 
needs to be verifiable within a 
timeframe. 
Ethical appeal to shift thinking toward 
relational ways of knowing the Other. 
Acknowledgement of problem of 
verifiability and timeframes.  
Relationship with the 
Other 
 
A server – served dichotomy A server – served dichotomy 
 
Interdependent relationships based on 
equity; the understanding that all people 
have legitimate ways of knowing and 
being 




organises, has determined all 
aspects of the project; an 
‘expert’ 
Co-facilitator of the project; may 
have a predetermined project idea; 
concerned with shared ownership 
Enabler of the project; open to 
complexity and uncertainty; outcomes 
are negotiated 
Role of the learner ‘Knower’ and ‘helper’ Co-facilitators of the project with the 
teacher and possibly ‘Others’  
Exploring possibilities of different ways 
of seeing, listening, and being (and of 
creating together?) 
Examples  Soup kitchen; food bank 
collections; child 
sponsorship  
A project advocating for systemic 
policy change; campaign for use of 
fair trade products; start a campaign 
or join a campaign. 
Spending significant time in developing 
relationships with young people in an 
‘excluded’ school programme 
Limitations Doesn’t challenge root 
causes of poverty; complicit 
in reproducing existing 
inequities.  
Is less concerned with developing 
authentic relationships through open 
dialogue and listening; believes there 
is a right way to proceed; has a 
dichotomous view of themselves and 
the Other 
May be difficult to implement fully 
with curriculum time limitations; 
Romanticism; the possible adoption of 






Contradictory S-L approaches are conceptualised in Table 3, each with varying 
contributions and limitations (and explained in articles III and IV). Each approach has 
distinct variations in epistemological positionings and consequent practical outworkings. 
I suggest that S-L may be advanced through a critical reading of the varying approaches 
and through an understanding of contextuality. For example, through a brief analysis, it 
could be argued that the establishment of S-L as a modernist construct may be 
problematic as it is embedded in epistemological and ontological ideas of fixed truth and 
knowledge, and Cartesian subjects. Furthermore, understanding globalisation through 
postcolonial and postcritical paradigms may signal the need to continually re-imagine S-L 
and to exercise hyper-reflexivity (Kapoor, 2004), as educators are potentially complicit in 
the reproduction of oppressive systems. An example of this is the use of the term S-L 
which could be problematic as it implies a dichotomy of a ‘server of learning’ and a 
person ‘served with that learning’, and correspondingly reinforces notions of privilege, 
hierarchy, and Eurocentrism/universalism. 
A discursive turn toward a postcritical/relational approach may disrupt practices 
that reproduce notions of privilege and rightness as one way of being, and in so doing 
sideline the idea of difference as valid or legitimate. I propose, instead, that relationship 
with the Other through dialogue and embedded within a carefully constructed, ethically-
oriented pedagogical process be explored (article IV). However, I acknowledge that such 
an approach, while worthy of consideration, presents difficulties for S-L educators in a 
tertiary context as traditional practices of teaching within a semester and pre-determining 
project outcomes become problematic.  
3.4.2 Socio-cultural conceptualisations of PE and PETE. 
 Article I provides an overview of the varying conceptualisation of PE and PETE 
encountered in my own context, and as an outcome of this self-study project. Here, I 
propose responding to 21st century shifts in conceptualisations of knowledge and learning 
requires the exploration of possibilities beyond liberal humanistic and critical humanistic 
frameworks, and one such possibility – that of a postcritical approach. The three varying 
conceptualisations are presented in article I, and it is not my intention to repeat the 
findings here. I will, however, present a brief summary, before considering implications 
of PETE and future practice. These ideas are discussed further in chapter 7.  
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 In article I, I define a sociocultural orientation to PE (and PETE) as that which 
“places value and importance on the social and cultural elements of the movement 
culture. The aim of this approach is for students to develop social and cultural skills, 
knowledges and attitudes, through direct participation in movement contexts and also 
through learning about the movement culture” (Bruce, 2013, p. 4). The decided upon 
skills, knowledges, and attitudes to be taught will of course, be determined by the 
theoretical lenses through which one views the subject. In Aotearoa/New Zealand, two 
sociocultural lenses for understanding PE (and PETE) have emerged: liberal humanism 
and critical humanism. PE as liberal humanism became increasingly acceptable during 
the latter part of the twentieth century, although a technicist performance based PE 
continued to dominate overall. PE as critical humanism did not begin to emerge until 
after the release of the NZHPE (Ministry of Education, 1999).  This led to an increased 
focus on understanding the movement culture from a critical theoretical perspective and 
focused upon issues of justice, fairness, and equity in access and opportunity (see articles 
I and II). Through participation in this self-study project I began to consider not just the 
opportunities presented by liberal and critical humanism in PE, but also the limitations. It 
was through this critique, that a postcritical possible for PE and for PETE began to 
emerge. I say ‘began to emerge’, because these ideas continued to develop as I 
deconstructed critical humanism further, when writing the theoretical framework (chapter 
4) and when analysing data from the mixed methods study. Consequently, I return to 
postcritical possibilities (and limitations) in chapter 7.  
 By way of summary, I highlight here some key postcritical ideas for PE and PETE 
that emerged during the self-study process. Perhaps the most significant tenet is an 
understanding of knowledge as uncertain, fluid, contextual, complex, and situated. Away 
from ‘scripted’ critical humanistic pedagogical practice that limits ‘other’ possibilities 
and resists complexities (Todd, 2009), a postcritical approach to PE seeks to remain open 
to other possibilities and to resist foreclosure. That is to say, a postcritical possibility for 
PE and PETE (at least proposed in the context of this study), aims to resist normative and 
universalised understandings of difference and justice that foreclose other possibilities. 
Freire (1998) understood the importance of this practice when he warned against the 
pitfalls of fixed ideology. Thus, one may argue, that by that same logic even a postcritical 
possibility is by naming it, fixing it as a possibility. As the next chapter explains, the 
ability to exercise hyper self-reflexivity as a postcritical practice, and exercising humility 
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and openness as a practice, and as a way of being, are critical to the postcritical project. 
The ability to resist a settling, even as an idea is settled upon is of itself a practice of 
becoming.    
 Part of this practice, is to invite within the postcritical space, a multiplicity of voices 
that are ethical and conflicting (Mouffe, 2005; Todd & Safstrom, 2008; Todd, 2010; 
Souza, 2011). Regarding ethical (rather than moral) responsibility toward the Other23, this 
may be explored in specific, situated contexts understood as provisional, and in a way that 
evades absolute relativism and normative fixed moral codes (Andreotti & Dowling, 2004; 
Sicilia-Camancho & Fernandez-Balboa, 2009).  Regarding conflict in the classroom, it is 
argued here that the necessity of conflict and dissonance creates open dialogue and is 
critical for democracy (Mouffe, 2005; Todd & Safstrom, 2008; Todd, 2010; Souza, 2011). 
This latter idea is as yet, underdeveloped and I explore this further in chapter 7. The 
postcritical strategies all offer possibilities for addressing the limitations of critical 
humanism that I have encountered in my PETE practice. As mentioned above, I provide a 
detailed exploration of these ideas for PE and PETE in article I and in chapter 7.  
3.5 Considerations and Implications for PETE and Future Practice 
 The purpose of exploring varying conceptualisations of socio-cultural approaches 
to PE and to S-L was to consider how I may, as a teacher educator, respond ethically to 
global shifts in an increasingly cosmopolitan world. Engaging with the NZC (including 
values such as diversity, equity, sustainability and respect and principles such as inclusion 
and cultural diversity) requires shifts beyond current practices. For myself, journeying 
toward an understanding of knowledge and learning through contrasting cognitive 
adaptation and epistemological pluralism contributed to such shifts (Andreotti, 2010). 
Developing, for example, an understanding of knowledge as changing, contextually 
dependent, situated, and partial enabled me to begin to perceive of different possibilities 
and varying conceptualisations as presented above. While I find the conceptualisations I 
explored regarding S-L and socio-cultural orientations of PE useful, it is necessary to 
consider both the limitations and the constraints that are inherent within. Todd (2009), 
                                                 
23 The concept of ‘ethical responsibility toward the Other’ is used in this doctoral work to signify a position 
toward the Other of “answerability or accountability, rather than for the Other “as the burden of the fittest” 
(Andreotti, 2008, p. 74; see also Kapoor, 2004; Levinas 1981; Spivak, 2004).  In section 7.1.1.2  I suggest 
that ethical responsibility toward the Other as a position of openness to being taught by the Other as an 
altering encounter (Biesta, 2012).  
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when writing of a cosmopolitan ethic, cautions against the use of scripts as a pedagogical 
tool. If we are to, for example, subscribe to a particular approach, we may risk uncritical 
engagement, and thus limit possibilities for other conceptualisations. While the 
conceptualisations that I discussed here have served a useful purpose in helping me to 
engage with epistemological and ontological shifts, I have become aware that following a 
particular script risks being unresponsive to varying contexts. Thus I seek to remain open 
to being learning: aware that I am always in a state of becoming.  The self-study process 
has led me to see how very necessary it is to continue to always be open to learning in 
ways that are challenging and uncomfortable.  
 The self-study process led me to the next stages of my PhD. In particular, the 
varying conceptualisations that I developed as a tool to understanding PE and S-L 
contexts formed the foundation for the theoretical framework outlined in the next chapter. 
In developing this framework, I revisited literature from the self-study in greater detail, 
and I also explored new literature. Through this process I began to understand further, 
ideas relating to liberal humanism, critical humanism, and post-traditions: in particular, 
poststructuralism and postcolonialism. These theoretical perspectives informed the mixed 
methods research, and served as an important analytical tool particularly for the analysis 
of the interview data. Furthermore, the theoretical framework helped me to extend ‘post’ 
ideas further. In fact it was during the time of writing the theoretical framework that I was 
able to also write article IV, which extended the postcritical S-L possibility further.  It is 








4 Theoretical Framework  
This theoretical framework emerged from the self-study research process. Articles I 
and III reflect the emergent thoughts I had toward the end of the self-study process which 
relate to a postcritical possibility as a way of addressing limitations within technicist, 
liberal humanistic, and critical humanistic perspectives. In this chapter I explore these 
theoretical ideas further, by tracing the origins, developments, limitations, and 
implications for education generally, and GCE specifically. I highlight GCE, as it is this 
theoretical framework that informed the mixed methods research analysis of this study 
which is focused on understandings of global citizenship. Through a critique of technicist 
and humanist approaches to education, postcritical possibilities are introduced in this 
chapter, and then considered further in chapter 7, as they apply to PE, PETE, and S-L 
contexts.   
Approaches to the question of education generally, and GCE more specifically may 
be considered through a range of theoretical frameworks, and these usually reflect the 
dominant ideology of the culture within which the education project is situated. Drawing 
on postcolonial and poststructuralist theories, Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) suggest 
four diverse inter-related orientations which provide a useful framework for considering 
different approaches to GCE. These four orientations are: technicism, humanism, critical 
humanism, and other/post-possibilities. While these are neither exhaustive nor complete, 
they provide a useful context for which one may critique a range of curriculum and 
pedagogical projects. In this section I outline and expand on each orientation, exploring 
what each perspective has to offer to the ongoing debate of education in general, and 
GCE more specifically by considering the questions: “Education for what?”, and “for 
whom?” Where appropriate, I consider the implications for the Aotearoa/New Zealand 
context, and for PE, PETE, and S-L, although these contexts are mostly explored in the 




4.1 Technicism  
Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) define a technicist approach to education as “social 
engineering [for] economic rationalization decided by experts; education for 
employment” (p.7). Thus, in the current Aotearoa/New Zealand context, a technicist 
approach to education may be defined as an approach for the advancement of 
neoliberalism. An educator, researcher, or policy maker employing this view of education 
is likely to subscribe to neoliberal perspectives for the advancement of late capitalism 
(postindustrial, knowledge societies). Therefore, the purpose of education within a 
technicist view is to prepare students to become citizens who are able to contribute 
effectively to the economy. Citizens who make a valuable contribution to a neoliberal 
economy are likely to be highly competitive, individualistic, creative and active users of 
knowledge; and able to engage in diverse and rapidly changing contexts in order to 
advance economic productivity (Gilbert, 2005).  
The conceptualisation of knowledge and learning within a technicist perspective 
differs from the modernist conception of knowledge. As explained in chapter 2, this 
shifting conceptualisation was primarily introduced in Lyotard’s (1984) text, The 
Postmodern Condition. Knowledge, Lyotard (1984) predicted, would become 
performative in a neoliberal, postmodern state. Performative knowledge is valued for 
what it is able to do, and thus for its ability to be commodified for profit. As such, 
performative knowledge is useful in a given context and for a limited time, but will 
morph with the moving trends of market economies.  Gilbert (2005), drawing upon the 
work of Lyotard (1984) and Castells (1996), describes how knowledge societies have 
changed the meaning of knowledge. In knowledge societies, this is the ultimate value, 
role and function of knowledge:  it can be bought and sold in the market place.  
In addition to shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning, neoliberal 
effects are also impacting upon the idea of education as a ‘market place’.  The idea of 
schooling as a market place is compatible with a technicist approach to education which 
is based on an individual’s right to choose and to participate in autonomous acts of 
freedom; but this freedom is really that which is consistent within neoliberal ideology 
(Reich, 2002). For Reich, an important role of education is to teach autonomy as a life 
principle. Important principles of a technicist approach to education include 
understanding that individuals are rational beings who will make ‘right’ choices – and 
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who have the right to make individual choices. Within a marketised economy of 
education, rational autonomous perspectives underlie the belief that consumers of 
education will have greater access to services. Furthermore, the export of education (and 
the privatisation of education) is left as unproblematic, particularly as it is attributable to 
economic productivity for the education provider.  
GCE is becoming increasingly important within a technicist view of education. For 
example, national curriculum documents, such as NZC place high value on the 
development of global citizens. “International citizenship” is part of the vision of the NZC 
(Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 8) and one of the key principles of the NZC is 
encouraging “students to look to the future by exploring such significant future-focused 
issues as sustainability, citizenship, enterprise, and globalization” (p. 9). Furthermore, a 
technicist framework frames students demonstrating cultural competence as being able to 
more effectively engage in the international market place (Andreotti, 2010). Diversity is 
tolerated, and at times encouraged, particularly if it may contribute to economic growth. 
However, Olssen (n.d.) in his critique of Reich’s (2002) notion of minimalist autonomy 
points out that diversity is tolerated, but only where autonomy and individuality remain 
uncompromised. 
While the rationales are evident, a key question remains: what does it mean to be a 
global citizen within a technicist view of education? I argue that a technicist global 
citizen is one who is able to make rational autonomous choices for their own self-
betterment and for that of the nation state economy where they are situated. Cosmopolitan 
engagement is primarily situated within relationships for international economic activity. 
A technicist global citizen is cognisant of postmodern conceptualizations of knowledge, 
including: (1) performative knowledge; (2) technology, particularly as it relates to self-
betterment, individual choices, and economic advancement; and (3) cultural engagement, 
particularly as it relates to economic productivity, and the proliferation of minority world 
ideologies. Preparing citizens for economic productivity within knowledge societies 
through a technicist approach to education is increasingly emergent (Gilbert, 2005; 
Andreotti, 2010; Anderotti & Ahenakew, 2012). While there are some interrelated 
synergies evident within liberal (and institutional) humanism, one may argue that this 




4.2 Liberal (and Institutional) Humanism 
Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) provide an overview of institutional humanism 
which they define as “social engineering [for] human progress decided by 
representatives” (p.8). I explore the relevance of this approach to GCE here, but firstly I 
situate this within a liberal humanistic perspective. Sandretto (2009) likens humanism to 
“our mother tongue” (p. 91). She, like St Pierre (2000), considers humanism to be so 
pervasive and omnipresent that we are often not aware of the way that humanism shapes 
our lives. On the normalisation of humanism, St Pierre (2000) observes that “humanism 
is the air we breathe, the language we speak...the relations we are able to have with 
others, [and] the politics we practice” (p. 478). While variants of humanism are shaped by 
different traditions and privilege certain themes, there are a number of common tenets: 
the least of which is the centrality of humanity in any reading of the world. Flax (1990, as 
cited in Sandretto, 2000) also suggests a number of other common tenets of humanism 
including a stable and coherent understanding of identity; an understanding that language 
describes reality; and reliance upon rationality, objectivity, and scientific inquiry to 
inform progress and development. I use the term liberal humanism as distinct from two 
other forms that are relevant to this study: that is, institutional humanism and critical 
humanism. Drawing upon Immanuel Kant’s (trans. 1956) theory of freedom, liberal 
humanism places the individual rights of humans as paramount. Liberal humanism is 
concerned with the development of autonomous and rational subjects, who are able to 
exercise freedom in the right to choose how to lives one’s own life. Furthermore, there is 
an understanding that if one acts rationally this will lead to a right way of being, not just 
for oneself, but for the betterment of all humanity. It is this latter premise that gives rise 
to the institutional humanism.   
Andreotti & Ahenakew (2012) put forward the idea of institutional humanism 
which privileges the institution as a primary actor for systemic change toward humanistic 
ideals of progress and development. Within this viewpoint, institutions (e.g., nation 
states) are seen as mediators of relationships and as critical to bringing about the 
betterment of all humanity. Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) suggest that an institutional 
humanistic education may be situated as a project for national citizenship: “Education 
serves as enculturation into a national culture defined by its political or intellectual 
representatives, as well as an international culture perceived as an encounter between 
nationally defined groups of individuals primarily concerned with a combination of 
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individual, national and humanitarian interests” (p.8). The idea of education for human 
progress situated within this notion of institutional humanism is based upon the 
teleological notion that we are journeying toward the betterment of all humanity 
(Willinsky, 1998). Progress is thus enhanced through universalized international relations 
that emphasise sameness, equality, and universal human rights. In this context, UNESCO, 
many NGOs, S-L, and volunteer projects abroad become important vehicles for the 
creation of better opportunities and development for all.  
An institutional conception of humanism is essentially derived from liberal 
humanism (Andreotti & Ahenakew, 2012). As mentioned earlier, humanism assumes a 
stable, coherent, knowable self, and emphasises a scientific mode of knowledge produced 
by an objective, rational self who is able to provide universal truths about the world 
(Peters & Burbules, 2004).  Peters and Burbules (2004) explain this key idea further by 
noting: 
The self both knows itself and the world through reason, and reason or rationality is 
posited as the highest form of human functioning….this kind of knowledge [reason 
as scientific way of knowing] is believed to lead to progress, improvement, and 
moral perfectibility in human affairs. (p. 40)  
Thus a humanistic subject is, through exercising rationally autonomous thought, 
able to know what is ‘right’ and what is ‘good’, and act for self-betterment and the 
betterment of others. The betterment of others emerges through an identification of 
sameness and the elimination of conflict (emerging through difference). Difference, thus 
is seen as problematic and a threat to social harmony and consensus. In a liberal 
humanistic view of education, progress is enacted primarily through the establishment of 
social harmony, the activation of consensus based on rational thought, and through the 
advancement of universal education for all. The betterment of self is the primary goal of a 
humanist education and is concerned with “moral perfectibility, social progress and 
personal autonomy” (Peters & Burbules, 2004, p.4). Thus pedagogical approaches 
emphasise constructivist and cooperative learning processes that develop inter- and intra- 
personal skills, and higher order thinking skills.  
GCE projects within both liberal and institutional forms of humanism emphasise 
human rights education, notions of sameness, and processes designed to develop greater 
societal harmony. Additionally, there is an emphasis on self- betterment, particularly 
through acting responsibly as global citizens. Consequently, notions of charity, 
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benevolence, and salvationism are taught through a range of pedagogical projects 
including S-L. These projects reflect a rationale that students will develop an idea of 
global citizenship which highlights sympathy, and a desire to help make a difference, 
particularly among the majority world. A type of 'noblesse oblige' is inherent in this 
understanding of GCE: namely, the belief that out of a place of privilege comes 
responsibility toward the betterment of all humanity often enacted through a ‘helping 
imperative’ (article IV).  
4.3 Critical Humanism 
Critical humanism is framed by Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) as social 
engineering [for] “fair distribution done by ordinary people (rather than experts or 
representatives)” (p.8). Critical humanism emerged out of concern for the on-going 
marginalisation of certain social groups within modern, humanistic societies. Critical 
humanists fight against injustices and take action toward righting wrongs. Injustices and 
inequalities primarily relate to issues of sexism, racism, ableism, class based struggles, 
and struggles against hetero-normativity.  As a modernist project, critical humanism is 
concerned with the advancement of social justice, fairness, equity, and universal human 
rights institutionalized by international governing bodies (e.g. UNESCO and NGOs.). 
Critical humanistic projects are concerned with working toward the fair inclusion of all 
people regardless of difference.  
Critical humanism is in part founded upon critical theoretical traditions. Popkewitz 
(1999) notes that the aim of modern critical theory is to “grasp society as an historical 
totality instituted through social antagonisms of power, domination and emancipatory 
potential”, and that “the Frankfurt School leaned toward Hegelian notions of change that 
stress struggle, conflict and contradictions” (p.3). Consistent with Hegelian (trans., 1977) 
thought is the understanding that criticality is based upon dialectic reasoning. Critical 
humanism holds firm to Enlightenment (universal) ideals of reason, autonomy, and 
freedom. Thus founded upon rationality and scientific reasoning, it is argued that 
legislation based on freedom ideals will result in transformation toward a more fair and 
equitable society.  
Popkewitz (1999) highlights four key tenants of modern [critical humanistic] 
practices in a social epistemology of educational research: (1) the idea of legislating 
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freedom, human rights, and the governance of freedom is important (albeit he argues, 
paradoxical); (2) there is an understanding of progress as teleological–that we are moving 
toward the betterment of society and the betterment of individuals (e.g., through 
Education For All and Millennium Development Goals); (3) individual actors are central 
as agents of change and are the primary actors toward human progress; and (4) rational 
autonomy is critical for enacting progress. Popkewitz (1999) argues that the focus is on 
self-betterment, self-motivation, self-responsibility, and self-surveillance toward 
“governing the soul” (p. 24). While these tenets are relevant to the aforementioned forms 
of liberal and institutional humanism, it is the concern for social justice, and the emphasis 
on individual actors as agents of change, that sets critical humanism apart.   
Critical pedagogical practice both respond to and reflect modernity, and developed 
through the application of critical theoretical ideas (Freire, 1970; 1973; 1985; Giroux, 
1983; 1988; McLaren, 1988; McLaren & Lankshear, 1993). Critical pedagogy is an 
instrumental educational form for advancing critical humanism, and places an emphasis 
on developing critical thinkers and actors who are inspired to act to transform society 
toward a fairer, safer, more equitable place. Burbules and Berk (1999) define critical 
pedagogy as: 
…the reaction of progressive educators against [oppressive and unjust] 
institutionalised functions. It is an effort to work within educational institutions and 
other media to raise questions about inequalities of power, about the false myths of 
opportunity and merit for many students, and about the way belief systems become 
internalised to the point where individuals and groups abandon the very aspiration 
to question or change their lot in life. (p. 50) 
Within critical GCE literature the primary aim of critical pedagogy is to inspire 
students to work toward a more socially and environmentally just world. Thus, global 
citizens desirable within a critically oriented viewpoint, are likely to be critical thinkers 
and actors concerned with global issues of inequity. Critical GCE projects may focus 
upon the development of students adept at activism and civic participation toward 
systemic change, and driven by the need to help to make a difference. For Freire (1985), 
this idea of activism, or social action was essential to advancing issues of justice. Thus, 
criticality is the idea that one is able to both think and act critically for the betterment of 
those on the margins of society. He states that “critical consciousness is brought about not 
through intellectual effort alone but through praxis – through the authentic union of 
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action and reflection” (Freire, 1985, p. 87). Kellner (2003) establishes connections 
between democratic education ideals and critical pedagogy: 
While Dewey wanted education to produce citizens for democracy… Freire sought, 
in the spirit of Marxist revolutionary praxis, to develop a pedagogy of the oppressed 
that would produce revolutionary subjects, empowered to overthrow oppression and 
to create a more democratic and just social order. (p. 171)  
This distinction between justice-oriented citizenship and citizenship for personal 
responsibility (or participatory citizenship) is highlighted by Westheimer and Kahne 
(2004) through their exploration of the synergies and departures of democratic and 
critical traditions. Consistent with a critical pedagogical approach to democratic 
education, Westheimer and Kahne propose that the goal of justice-oriented citizenship 
programmes is to “critically assess social, political, and economic structures to see 
beyond surface causes; seek out and address areas of injustice; and know about 
democratic social movements and how to effect systemic change” (p. 240). 
Understanding structural causes of inequality and taking action to address injustices are 
the most important distinguishing factors that set critical humanism apart from previously 
discussed liberal humanist and technicist approaches to education. Education programmes 
aiming to develop personally responsible and/or participatory citizenship toward 
democratic ideals are equally political, but are arguably instrumental in advancing 
established political, social and economic orders. Conversely, justice-oriented citizenship 
projects aim to challenge established institutional and cultural practices which are 
perceived as unjust. 
 In the following section I will provide a critique of critical approaches and explore 
postcritical possibilities for education, and for GCE specifically. The following critique 
has helped to inform the development of a postcritical possibility for PE, PETE, and S-L 
contexts (articles I, III and IV) and these possibilities will be explored further chapter 7.  
4.4 Other? (as ‘post’-possibilities) 
Citizenship, like other forms of teaching and learning, are interpreted through 
different theoretical lenses, and I have provided in this chapter an overview of three 
possibilities: that of, technicism, liberal (and institutional) humanism, and critical 
humanism. Before describing the final conception here (a postcritical possibility), it is 
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necessary to first describe the central Enlightenment tenets that underpin the technicist 
and humanistic traditions as, while they provide opportunities, there are also limitations 
and thus the need for other possibilities (Andreotti & Ahenakew, 2012; Biesta, 2004; 
Peters & Burbules, 1999).  
Technicism and humanism are framed within modern thought. Founded upon the 
Enlightenment project, Peters and Burbules (2004) highlight three key tenets integral to 
this project: that of rationalism (using reason to find truth), empiricism (using sense 
experiences to understand truth), and positivism (scientific, universal, objective reality, 
rather than metaphysical). Furthermore, Andreotti and Ahenakew (2012) state that the 
Cartesian subject is considered rational, scientific, and unified in consciousness and in an 
awareness of self. Consistent with humanistic understandings, there is a greater emphasis 
placed upon the mind and rational thought as a way of knowing ‘truth’, and this is likely 
to exclude a reliance on faith perspectives, spirituality, and also embodied experiences as 
legitimate ways of knowing. Given the Eurocentric context in which the Enlightenment 
arose, there was (is) also a belief in the universality of knowledge: that which is true in 
one context will also be true in another. Furthermore, Andreotti & Ahenakew (2012) 
argue that the emphasis placed upon the centrality of humanity within humanism has led 
to a privileging of reason, temporality, and anthropocentrism. Where humanity is 
regarded as the “universe’s most important entity” (encarta online dictionary), the 
privileging of humanity and the exploitation of ecology is arguably resultant. For 
example, Todd (2009), when defining effects of globalization, writes of ecological 
fragility as one of the greatest challenges facing humanity at this time.  
The key tenets highlighted above are all perceived as limitations within the 
discursive turn. In seeking to redress the aforementioned tenets, Andreotti and Ahenakew 
(2012) term the fourth conceptualisation of education, Other. In particular they signal 
Other as educational opportunities that are not Cartesian, teleological, universalistic, 
and/or anthropocentric.  They argue that these epistemological and ontological tenets 
prevent students schooled in Eurocentric Enlightenment ways, from knowing otherwise. 
To know otherwise – to be able to conceive of the world in new ways – requires in the 
first instance, the ability to recognize one’s own epistemic blindness (Andreotti, 2011b; 
Santos, 2001). Andreotti and Souza (2008) propose that to conceive otherwise may occur 
through a process of learning to unlearn, and then learning to listen to, and learning from 
and/or working with other peoples and knowledges. To understand the importance of this 
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fourth conceptualisation, and to explore this notion further, in the following section I 
revisit epistemological pluralism (introduced in section 2.1); describe the discursive turn; 
highlight relevant poststructural and postcolonial ideas; and conclude with an 
introduction to postcritical possibilities (articles I, III and IV; and detailed further in 
chapter 7).  
4.4.1 Epistemological pluralism and the discursive turn. 
Andreotti (2010) juxtaposes the idea of epistemological pluralism against the notion 
of cognitive adaptation as a conceptual tool for exploring 21st century thinking about 
education. Where cognitive adaptation is a term used to denote post- as that which 
follows in the wake of modernity; epistemological pluralism is concerned with post- as an 
interrogation of modernity. Similarly, Prasad (2005) observes that post-traditions may be 
seen as either “a) a set of socioeconomic and cultural conditions that followed in the 
wake of late capitalism, [read here: cognitive adaptation] or b) intellectual positions 
intended to offer a radical critique of the entire fabric of modern Western thinking” (p. 
211). Epistemological pluralism is one such signification of this latter idea, defined by 
Andreotti (2010) as that which:  
frames the need for the pluralisation of knowledge [through a belief that] the 
current system is inherently violent in its (mono)epistemic practices and 
unsustainable both in terms of exploitation of natural resources and human labour 
and in terms of how relationships are constructed. (p.8) 
Epistemological pluralism refers to the idea of being able to conceive of other 
possibilities beyond existing political, social, and economic structures that are complicit 
in increasing levels of poverty, (epistemic) violence, and ecological destruction. 
Epistemological pluralism suggests the idea that knowledge is contextual, partial, and 
plural, and that any solutions will be tentative and incomplete.  
Epistemological pluralism is situated within the discursive turn. The discursive turn 
represents the idea that language constructs reality and is therefore entirely political and 
ideological. This contrasts with the Enlightenment (and modern) idea of language 
describing reality. As Bakhtin (1984) notes “the word is not a material thing but rather 
the eternally mobile, fickle medium of dialogical interaction” (p.183). For “language is 
composed neither of fixed or free-floating signifiers. Its meaning is produced through a 
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dynamic social process that always has the potential for shift” (Steinberg, 1998, p.852). 
The discursive turn symbolises a radical shift in understanding the way in which language 
constructs meanings and understandings of knowledge and power in particular. Within 
this paradigm, there is an understanding that discourse, ideologies, and epistemologies are 
never neutral when conveying meaning, but rather they are seen as a “terrain of conflict” 
(Steinberg, 1998, p. 853) contesting for position of power and privilege.    
The discursive turn (as an understanding of the shifting constructions of language 
and thus realities) is central to post-traditions where the conception of knowledge (and 
language) is recognised as partial and contextual, and shifting across time and space. 
Prasad (2005) writes that there are now established “intellectual positions intended to 
offer a radical critique of the entire fabric of modern Western thinking” (p. 211): 
positions such as postmodernism, poststructuralism, and postcolonialism. Post-traditions 
operating with the discursive turn seek to wrestle with these challenges, and post-
possibilities have arisen as forms of interrogation of the modern. Of particular interest to 
this PhD study are aspects of poststructuralism and postcolonialism, which I outline 
below. I then propose a postcritical possibility that has utility in the context in which I 
research and teach.  
4.4.2 Poststructural and postcolonial possibilities for education. 
While poststructuralism is a contested term, in this study I understand it as a 
movement of thought that emphasises the way meaning is contextual, thus challenging 
universality. Situated within the discursive turn, poststructuralism emerged as a response 
to and extension of structuralism by leading scholars such as Levi-Strauss, Lacan and 
Althusser. While it is not possible to group poststructuralism into one unified theory, I 
highlight key ideas here that I consider to be useful within this study.  
Peters and Burbules (2004) argue that a central tenet of poststructuralism is the 
critique of “domination, power, institutions and modes of being [and] one of the main 
aims of poststructuralism is to provide a genealogy of social phenomena in order to 
analyse power/knowledge configurations” (p.34). I suggest here that such analyses arise 
from a range of critique, including what I term: the critique of truth, the critique of 
hierarchical binaries, and the critique of the Cartesian-Kantian subject. The critique of 
truth arose in part from Nietzsche’s (1974) emphasis on plurality and meaning, in 
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particular an understanding of meaning as contextually situated. Additionally, through a 
process of ‘decentering’ Derrida (1978) called into question the centred and certain ideals 
of existence, God, subject, and truth, by arguing that structure is created and therefore 
there is no inherently true way of being or knowing —and thus, no centre. The critique of 
truth, evident in postmodern thought is reflected in the rejection of grand narratives 
defined by Peters and Burbles (2004) as: 
the stories that cultures tell themselves about their own practices and beliefs in 
order to legitimate them. They function as a unified single story that purports to 
justify a set of practices, a cultural self image, as discourse of an institution (p. 11).  
Part of the idea of truth is the idea of not knowing what is true; thus notions of truth 
and knowledge are integrally connected. To have the truth then, will mean that one who 
believes otherwise, does not hold the truth; and this binary is likely to create hierarchies. 
If you hold to a certain truth and others do not, then they are often perceived to be in 
some way different and lesser than those who hold the truth. Where hierarchical binaries 
are used as a tool for understanding difference, one group is inevitably subordinated by 
another. Additionally, the either/or constructs are not sophisticated enough to allow for a 
plethora of differences, and multitudinal possibilities for considering otherwise. Peters 
and Burbules (2004) argue that:  
Derrida, following Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Saussure, challenges the assumptions 
that govern binary or oppositional thinking, demonstrating how binary oppositions 
always support a hierarchy or economy of value that operates by subordinating one 
term to another, and through deconstruction, revealing, unravelling, and reversing 
such hierarchies. (p. 19). 
Binaries used in some critical pedagogical contexts, such as considering groups 
who have power and those without, do not account for the subtleties and complexities of 
power that circulate in a given context. Furthermore, given the hierarchical power 
inherent within such binaries, alienation or marginalisation is inevitable, resulting in a 
form of ‘Othering’—where the Other becomes subjectified as the deficitisation of 
difference. This idea of seeing difference as deficit has particular relevance for GCE 
contexts where cultural difference is often foregrounded, and may be further understood 
through a critique of the Cartesian-Kantian subject. 
Integral to the critique of truth and hierarchical (and polarising) binaries, is the 
critique of the Cartesian-Kantian humanistic subject. In poststructural thought there is 
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suspicion regarding the idea of a subject as one who is autonomous, free, transparent, and 
self-conscious (knowing and knowable). Furthermore, the idea of such a self as the 
fountain of all knowledge and as one who acts with moral and political agency is 
questioned.  While such a construction of self is not wholly rejected, it is often 
problematised within poststructural thought (Peters & Burbules, 2004).  Through 
poststructural thought, a discursive constitution of the self may be understood to be also 
unconscious and therefore unknowable, fluid and changeable, and historically and 
culturally situated. Additionally, the idea of the discursive self may be situated within an 
understanding that knowing and knowledge are not neutrally objective, nor value free. 
Knowing and knowledge may be understood to be highly political constructs connected 
to power dynamics, conflicts, and tensions.  
The critique of the Cartesian-Kantian subject and the critique of (mono-epistemic) 
truth are particularly relevant to postcolonial theorists also. For example, Andreotti 
(2011b), drawing upon the work of Gandhi (1998), notes that postcolonialism creates the 
conditions for “the possibility of theorising a non-coercive relationship or dialogue with 
the excluded ‘Other’ of Western humanism” (p.39). In this context the ‘Other’ subject, 
may be understood to be one who exists outside the normative realms of Western 
rationality. Such rationality exists within an ethnocentric Cartesian subject, who projects 
a universalised form of knowing and being toward difference. This mono-epistemology 
projects violence consciously or unconsciously upon one who knows otherwise. 
Andreotti (2011b) notes: 
In its attempt to interrogate ethnocentrism, postcolonialism works in the agonistic 
space between the Cartesian subject and his Other, calling for, (1) a recognition of 
the limitations of Western/Enlightenment thought, and of the necessity to 
understand historical violences, and (2) the construction of knowledge and alterity 
beyond such limitations. (p.3)  
The agonistic space is a critical practice within postcolonialism. Whereas 
humanism places an emphasis on ideas of consensus, harmony, and uniformity 
(sameness), postcolonialism privileges forms of difference and plurality in order to 
challenge (mono) epistemic violences. For the purpose of this study I am interested in 
postcolonial perspectives which engage in a discursive approach to: 
reimaging relationships beyond coercion, subjugation and epistemic violences 
[through the application of] hyper-self-reflexivity as a strategy that acknowledges 
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everyone’s complicities and investments in coercive and repressive belief systems, 
at the same time that it opens possibilities and offers an invitation for signifying, 
narrating and relating otherwise. (Andreotti, 2011b, p. 17)  
Such notions of agonism, dissensus, and hyper-self-reflexivity will be explored 
further in chapter 7 as they apply to a postcritical pedagogical possibility.  
GCE projects that work in the discursive space focus upon approaches to teaching 
and learning that value epistemological pluralism (Andreotti, 2011b). Challenging 
ethnocentric thought requires the upheaval of a knowing, stable self, and an awareness of 
one’s ‘epistemic blindness’; an awareness that knowing is also a form of unknowing 
(Santos, 2001). Recent GCE projects that present possibilities for such an approach are 
Through Other Eyes (TOE), and the recently developed HEADS UP tool (Andreotti, 
2012). I choose to highlight aspects of these projects as they have relevancy to this study, 
particularly within S-L contexts.  
TOE is a pedagogical online tool used primarily in teacher education that focuses 
upon indigenous knowledges (www.throughothereyes.org.uk). Based upon Spivak’s 
(1999) work, TOE uses four conceptual tools that challenge students to think otherwise, 
in order to disrupt stable, ethnocentric epistemological and ontological perspectives: 
learning to unlearn, learning to listen, learning to learn, and learning to reach out.  As I 
explain in article III, learning to unlearn encourages students (and teachers) to consider 
that there are other ways of knowing and of being that are legitimate, valid, and worthy of 
existing. In this process an acknowledgement emerges of “one’s partiality of 
perspectives, the importance of situated-ness and the context dependency of language” 
(Andreotti & Souza, 2008, p.28). Not only may there be other legitimate forms of 
knowledge, but it is also possible to learn from another who think differently. Learning to 
listen requires that students (and teachers) develop hyper self-reflexivity through keeping 
“perceptions constantly under scrutiny, tracing the origins and implications of our 
assumptions” (Andreotti & Souza, p. 28). Learning to listen means being truly open to 
other epistemological and ontological thought, understanding that these are social 
constructs and as such are historically and contextually variable. Learning to learn, 
through a state of humility allows students to imagine other possibilities and to begin to 
expand their comfort zones through the taking in of different thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, 
and understandings. Finally, learning to reach out explores the uncertainties and 
complexities in relating to the Other, and in establishing responsibility toward each other 
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(Andreotti & Souza, 2008). I explored this latter idea through a postcritical approach to S-
L in article IV, and this possibility will be revisited in chapter 7. 
HEADS UP is a pedagogical tool that provides a framework for critiquing 
community engagement projects across a range of settings including S-L projects, NGO 
campaigns, and volunteer work (Andreotti, 2012). When analysing the efficacy of such 
projects it is useful to consider the following questions:  
 How can we address hegemony without creating new hegemonies through our own 
forms of resistance?  
 How can we address ethnocentrism without falling into absolute relativism and 
forms of essentialism and anti-essentialism that reify elitism?  
 How can we address ahistoricism without fixing a single perspective of history to 
simply reverse hierarchies and without being caught in a self-sustaining narrative of 
vilification and victimisation?  
 How can we address depoliticization without high-jacking political agendas for 
self-serving ends and without engaging in self-empowering critical exercises of 
generalisation, homogenisation and dismissal of antagonistic positions?  
 How can we address salvationism without crushing generosity and altruism?  
 How can we address people’s tendency to want simplistic solutions without 
producing paralysis and hopelessness?  
 How can we address paternalism without closing opportunities for short-term 
redistribution?  (p.26) 
These questions are structured in such a way as to provide the possibility for the 
deconstruction of a community engagement project that may be ethnocentric, 
universalistic, and paternalistic; and also for the construction of social justice projects 
through exercising continuous hyper self-reflexivity. Limitations of critical humanistic 
and technicist projects are challenged and critiqued within this framework. I found this 
tool to be useful during phase two of this study, while analysing the interview data in the 
mixed methods study; and also as a way of thinking about postcritical S-L (see article 
IV).  
Other conceptualisations of GCE are aware of the limitations of technicist, 
humanistic and critical projects, and in some instances are highly skeptical of such 
projects. Referring to Pashby’s (2009) work, Taylor (2012) writes “that even critical GCE 
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constructs the subject and the object of learning and agency within colonialist imaginaries 
and ways of knowing” (p. 178), thus inviting “students into hierarchical relations of 
power, authority and agency” (p. 179) with marginalized Others. Taylor (2012) in an 
analysis of Other GCE projects concludes that “global educators have yet to seriously 
grapple with the ways a Eurocentric colonial imaginary and West-centred global order, 
structure student desire as well as terms and limits of ‘thinkability’” (p.179). Discursive 
practices within Other conceptualizations of GCE are recently emergent. Such 
conceptualisations, Taylor (2012) writes, demand forms “of agency that are neither heroic 
nor despairing” (p. 180).   The challenges of such projects that draw upon poststructural 
and postcolonial understandings of the necessity of the ‘psyque’ to invoke change are 
paramount and unresolved (perhaps irresolvable).  
In this section I have focused upon emergent poststructural and postcolonial 
possibilities for GCE. What I propose in the following section is a postcritical possibility 
which has relevancy for the educational context of this doctoral study. While there are 
obvious synergies with the work already highlighted here, there are unique possibilities 
which warrant further investigation for the ongoing advancement of critical social justice 
work.  
4.4.3 Postcritical possibilities (and critical limitations). 
In Critical Theories in Education (1999), Popkewitz and Fendler attempt to bring 
together critical essays that collectively move beyond “paradigm wars” (p. xiv). Morrow 
and Torres (1999) note that one of the leading themes in Critical Theories in Education is 
the “contention that critical theory needs both its reconstructive (critical modernist) and 
deconstructive (postmodern) moments” (ix). Furthermore, Green (1998) suggests using 
‘postcritical’ as a term to interrogate the form[s] that critical pedagogy takes in 
postmodern contexts, “or more simply the relationship between postmodernism, as a 
distinctive theoretical genre as well as a new form of life, and a reconfigured transformed 
critical pedagogy” (p.180). He agrees with Lather’s (1992) idea of the need to explore the 
uses of postmodernism “to both problematise and advance emancipatory pedagogy” (p. 
132).  Challenging the limitations of critical pedagogy, Lather (1992) explored further the 




What I propose is likewise a bringing together of the critical (justice) project, 
framed within post-traditions (specifically aspects of poststructuralism and 
postcolonialism outlined above). I use the term ‘postcritical’ to signify a extending the 
critical project within the context that I work, while addressing the need to draw upon 
elements of poststructural and postcolonial possibilities. The term ‘postcritical’ is useful 
in the Aoteaora/New Zealand PETE context in which I am teaching and researching as 
the NZHPE curriculum document written in the late 1990s was founded upon critical 
humanistic traditions. The release of the NZC nearly a decade later, signaled the need for 
a rethinking of the critical humanistic position for PE and for PETE (articles I and II). 
While the critical (justice focused) agenda is still an important part of the curriculum 
(both for schools and for teacher education), the political, economic, and cultural contexts 
have all shifted. These shifts have partly been outlined in chapter 2, particularly as they 
relate to changing conceptualisations of knowledge and learning within knowledge 
societies (see also article I). Therefore, key questions that emerge are, ‘what are the 
limitations of previously used critical pedagogical practices?’, and in addressing these 
limitations, ‘what postcritical practices may be employed that are responsive to the 
current neo-liberal, knowledge based, post-traditional context in which I currently live 
and work’? Thus in this section, I firstly explore some of the limitations of critical 
pedagogy and then consider more recent critical pedagogical works positioned within 
neoliberal, post-traditions. Finally, I suggest ‘postcritical’ practices that may be of value 
to pedagogues interested in advancing the critical pedagogy agenda within a minority 
world, 21st century context.  
Critical pedagogy may be defined as an instrumental educational form for 
advancing critical humanism that emphasises the development of critical thinkers and 
actors who are inspired to act to transform society toward a fairer, safer, more equitable 
place (see for example Burbules & Berk, 1999). Nevertheless, critical pedagogical 
projects are not without their critics and this critique warrants discussion here as it is this 
critique which provides the impetus for a postcritical possibility. Perhaps the most 
infamous critical pedagogical critique came from Ellsworth (1989) while deconstructing 
her own attempts at using critical pedagogy. In her critique she became wary of key 
tenets such as empowerment, student voice, dialogue, and critical reflection. She was 
sceptical of the power of these tenets to bring about critical thinkers and actors. Rather 
than creating spaces for empowerment and student voice in the classroom. Ellsworth 
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raised concerns that such critical pedagogies may in fact silence student voices. 
Furthermore, Ellsworth was critical of the overreliance of rationality in the critical 
pedagogical space. She challenged the idea that simply raising critical awareness 
(consciousness) of injustices, would lead students to think and act differently. The 
emotive defense that followed her critique by leading critical pedagogy scholars (Giroux, 
1992; McLaren, 1988) served to highlight the tensions that ‘paradigm wars’ may invoke. 
Because both positions contain possibilities and limitations, Lather (1992) argues for the 
necessity of deconstruction and self-reflexivity in our pedagogical attempts at social 
justice education. When analyzing Ellworth’s (1998) critique and the criticisms that 
followed her work, Lather (1992) asserted the need to “resituate our emancipatory work 
as opposed to destroying it” (p. 127). My own work here is one attempt to resituate 
critical pedagogy toward a postcritical orientation.  
Before turning to postcritical possibilities, I firstly explore the limitations of critical 
pedagogy through the lens of the aforementioned poststructural critiques: critique of 
truth, critique of binaries, and critique of the Cartesian-Kantian subject (introduced in 
section 4.4.2). Regarding what I term ‘the critique of truth’, critics of critical pedagogy 
problematise the deployment of universal notions of justice, morality, human rights, and 
an emphasis on consensus brought about through critical humanism. Mouffe (2005) 
provides here a damming account of the effects of universalism as a global project: 
Should we be surprised to witness the emergence of global resistance? It is high 
time to wake up from the dream of Westernisation and to realize that the enforced 
universalisation of the Western model, instead of bringing peace and prosperity, 
will lead to ever bloodier reactions on the part of those whose cultures and ways of 
life are being destroyed by this process. It is also high time to question the belief in 
the unique superiority of liberal democracy. Such a belief is at the core of the 
liberal negation of the political and it constitutes a serious obstacle to the 
recognition that the world, as Schmidt observed, is not a ‘universe’ but a 
‘pluriverse’. (pp. 86-87)  
Here Mouffe is highly cynical of ethnocentric unversalism which she argues has led 
to widespread destruction and violence, particularly within majority world contexts. 
Ethnocentric thought is integral to the idea of universalism (to know what is right, what is 
democratic, what is just, etc). Fixed notions of such ideals and practices are oft taught 
through critical pedagogical practices. Popkewitz and Fendler (1999), for example, 
suggest that in offering fixed and already decided upon solutions, critical pedagogical 
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projects create new regimes of power and knowledge. Solutions, Todd (2009) writes, tend 
to be scripted toward a ‘right’ way of thinking about justice and what is just.  As Burbules 
and Berk (1999) purport “teaching students to think critically must include allowing them 
to come to their own conclusions; yet critical pedagogy seems to come dangerously close 
to prejudging what these conclusions must be” (p. 54). This is what Todd (2009) names 
“a practice in the art of persuasion” (p.7). A number of scholars have questioned the 
capacity of critical pedagogy to allow for diverse perspectives, challenges to the teacher’s 
position, and the authenticity of open dialogue (see for example, Biesta, 1998; Burbules 
and Berk, 1999; Ellsworth, 1989). As Andreotti (2010) writes:  
...the ‘what’ to think otherwise cannot be imposed by the teacher. [Postcritical 
pedagogies are] different from universalizing pedagogies promoting radical 
transformation in one single ‘liberating’, ‘progressive or ‘transforming’ 
direction…If the pedagogical project is to decolonize and pluralise ways of 
knowing, the role of the teacher is not to define what needs to replace the old 
system (or impose her own epistemology onto the learners), but to keep possibilities 
open and equip learners to engage critically with each possibility, to listen and to 
negotiate ethically with others, and to analyse and take responsibility for the 
implications of their choices. (p. 10)  
This unscripted and post-traditional approach contrasts significantly with critical 
pedagogy traditions where notions of justice, human rights, and ideas about what is 
‘right’ and what is ‘wrong,’ tend to be universalized and as such are critiqued for being 
ethnocentric (oft Eurocentric).  
Ethnocentric practices extend to international development work also practiced 
within a critical humanistic positioning. For example, Kapoor (2004) drawing upon the 
work of Spivak (1988), critiques the idea of representation used in critical approaches. 
Representation in this context is defined as speaking for, or on behalf of the ‘oppressed’; 
re-presenting them, in order to help or save them. Kapoor notes: 
Spivak stands with Foucault (and Said and Escobar) in arguing that such noble and 
altruistic claims [representing the Third World in order to help] are never just that: 
knowledge is always imbricated with power so that getting to know the Third 
World is also about getting to discipline and monitor it, to have a more manageable 
Other. (p. 632)  
Representation therefore signifies the desire to paternalise and to ‘save’ the Other. 
The simplification of representation does not account for the layers of complexity of 
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power that circulates within a given context and this idea relates to the second critique of 
critical pedagogy that I explore here: the ‘critique of binaries’.  
Popkewitz and Fendler (1999) critique critical pedagogy’s tendencies toward 
dichotomous representations. For example, the oft held premise that there are those with 
power, and those without; the oppressor and the oppressed. As representation reveals, 
there is a tendency to make assumptions on behalf of ‘powerless’ groups which do not 
account for complexities of subjectivities, as particular social groups are defined as 
unified identities (Kohli, 1998). Futhermore, Todd (2003) writes that: 
Framing our ethical attention to difference as a question of knowledge implies that 
the more we know about “Others”, the better we are able to understand how to 
respond to them, how to be more responsible and how to de-“Other” them. (p.8)  
Thus Todd (2003) proposes that we think about social justice education outside 
terms of oppression. She puts forward two questions for consideration: 
Are we enacting violences upon others as we engage their stories and narratives of 
self-identification, despite our best intentions? That is, in seeking to learn about 
them, can we be negligent in learning from them? And...how might we attend to the 
Other and preserve alterity as a nonviolent alternative while working toward the 
aim of social justice? (p. 3) 
The emphasis on knowing – to have knowledge of the Other – and to act morally to 
help the Other, are ideas inherent within critical pedagogy that are further critiqued by 
poststructural theorists (see for example, Lather, 1992). I explore this argument as part of 
the critique of the Cartesian-Kantian subject which emphasises rationality, autonomy, and 
normative forms of morality. Critical pedagogy has been criticized for an over-reliance 
upon rationality and the belief that one will choose to act in a morally just way based 
upon dialectical reasoning and rational thought (Biesta, 2006; Ellsworth, 1989; Popkewitz 
& Fendler, 1999). Relying upon a belief in transformative possibilities through exercising 
autonomy and freedom, Popkewitz & Fendler (1999) argue that critical pedagogical 
approaches “maintain faith in Enlightenment’s attitude toward reason in working toward 
a better world” (p.4). Furthermore, according to Popkewtiz (1999), the Cartesian-Kantian 
subject places an emphasis upon self as actor: self-responsibility, self-surveillance, and 
self-betterment toward normative and established practices. The humanistic conception of 
schooling is apt at developing students who work toward self-betterment; the process that 
Popkewitz calls “governing of the soul” (p.24). In addition to the critique, critical 
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pedagogy comes under further attack as part of the failed project of critical humanism. 
Critics argue that significant change has not occurred for those marginalized ‘outsiders’. 
That is to say, post-traditional theorists argue that the Enlightenment/modern idea that we 
are progressing toward a better world has not been realized through critical humanism 
(Biesta, 2004; Mignolo, 2000; Popkewitz & Fendler, 1999; Todd, 2009). 
Burbules and Berk (1999) argue that it is impossible to evade the conclusion that 
given the critique of critical pedagogy there is an unavoidable incompleteness therein: An 
overreliance on reason and autonomy; a belief that once ‘enlightened’, individuals will 
choose to act morally; a tendency toward universalism, binaries, paternalism, and 
salvationism; and a questioning of the actuality of authentic ‘open’ dialogue are 
characteristics all questioned. In spite of these seemingly insurmountable challenges, 
there are still elements of critical pedagogy that are indispensible to the critical project. 
Reframing these ideas through poststructural and postcolonial perspectives, may serve to 
redress some of the inherent challenges and limitations. Freire (1998) in his later writings, 
attempted to develop implications of practice working within ‘post’-times. Yet Roberts 
(2010) and Peters and Burbules (2004) among others, argue that such attempts were less 
developed than Freire’s attention to the critical modern project. Like Jackson (1997), I 
argue here that critical pedagogical practices have provided much impetus to the critical 
project, and yet the limitations I highlighted above signify the need for a reconsideration 
of critical pedagogy toward a more ‘post’-critical practice.   
A postcritical practice drawing upon aspects of poststructuralism and 
postcolonialism may be particularly useful to the specific Aotearoa/New Zealand PE and 
PETE context in which I work. A postcritical practice, at least in the context in which I 
work is as yet unrealised, although through the self-study process I did begin to explore 
possibilities for PETE and S-L. While mindful that a postcritical practice is provisional 
and contextual, all of the published articles from this study provide indications of possible 
future directions. While it is not my intention in this study to script a postcritical 
pedagogy, I do intend to sketch an entry point into postcritical possibilities in teacher 
education and this is explored further in chapter 7. This requires that a postcritical 
pedagogical possibility serve as a starting point for discussion. I present such a possibility 
as partial and provisional and as one that can be deconstructed as discussions progress 
(Andreotti & Souza, 2008).   As we come from a tradition of a scripted imagination, a 
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scripted bridge (in this study: a postcritical possibility) can be useful in taking the first 
steps into a new landscape.  
In the context of this study I tentatively suggest a postcritical pedagogy responsive 
to poststructural critiques of truth, hierarchical binaries, and the Cartesian subject. A 
postcritical pedagogical possibility is therefore based upon an understanding of 
knowledge as situated, uncertain, fluid, contextual, and complex. As such, a postcritical 
pedagogy is likely to resist normative and universalised understandings of difference and 
justice that foreclose other possibilities. Furthermore, a postcritical pedagogy seeks to 
frame the Other outside of hierarchical, oppressed perspectives; and beyond the binary 
and essentialist reified notions of oppression (without losing track of the systemic 
production of inequalities based on sexualised, racialised, heteonormative, ableist, and 
marked social class hierarchies). There are a range of postcritical pedagogical strategies 
that could be used including, but not limited to: practicing ‘alternative criticality’ and 
‘hyper-self-reflexivity’, exercising humility and openness, developing awareness of 
complicity and implication, valuing the role and place of conflict and dissensus, and 
having regard for ethical responsibility toward the Other24. These postcritical strategies 
have all been introduced in articles I, II, III and IV and are discussed in greater detail in 
chapter 7 as they apply to the PETE and S-L context of this study.  
The purpose of this chapter has been to provide an overview of the theoretical 
framework that emerged from the self-study process. This framework emerged from the 
self-study phase and I found it to be very useful during phase two of this study: the mixed 
methods research analysis process. It is not my intention in this chapter to elaborate on 
postcritical possibilities, but rather to provide a critique of technicism and various forms 
of humanism, as they apply to education and to GCE specifically. Through this critique, I 
have argued that the limitations of technicism and humanism signify the need to consider 
‘Other’ post-possibilities. For my work in Aoteaora/New Zealand, this has led to an 
exploration of a postcritical pedagogical practice and I will elaborate on this further in 
chapter 7.   
  
                                                 
24 as a position of openness to being taught by the Other as an altering encounter. This concept is explained 
further in section 7.1.1.2.    
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5 Mixed Methods Methodology Chapter 
Chapters 3 and 4 provide an account of the ontological and epistemological shifts 
that I encountered toward post-possibilities during the self-study (phase one) and the 
theoretical framework that was inspired by these shifts. This chapter presents information 
relating to the second study (phase two). It is important to note that data from phase two 
was analysed after the self-study process was completed and the theoretical framework 
had been developed. This sequence led to theoretical tensions and contradictions that are 
critiqued in this and subsequent chapters. I was invited to participate in a large 
international study (Meyer et al, 2011) as part of my doctoral study, and this led to the 
use of a survey (Citizenship and World-Mindedness Survey, appendix 1) and interview 
schedule with the aim of gaining access to a significant number of first year higher 
education students’ understandings of global citizenship. The advantages of participation 
in this study were threefold: the survey was the only global citizenship survey being used 
at that time, and this provided me access to relevant content; I was able to use the survey 
to gain a broader understanding of the demographics and diverse cultural experiences of 
the first year PETE students; and the interviews with first year PETE students provided 
me with the opportunity to probe more deeply into the participants’ perspectives. 
Nevertheless, and importantly, it became clear following phase one (the self-study 
process), that the international study was grounded in a very different theoretical 
framework to the one I just presented in chapter 4.  In this chapter I present the mixed 
methods methodology, data collection processes, and insights; while at the same time 
aware of the contradictions, as the limitations of the methods and findings reinforce the 
postcritical pedagogy I call for in chapter 4.   
While cognisant of the theoretical and methodological tensions that exist, the 
purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the mixed methods research 
methodology, explain the data collection and analysis tools used, describe the limitations 
of the study, and explain the ethics process undertaken. I chose to use both mixed 
methods and self-study research methodological approaches in this study. The self-study 
methodology provided me with the opportunity to interrogate my own practice as a 
teacher educator and researcher and these ideas are explored in chapter 3. Combining 
mixed methods research and self-study research provided a rich range of perspectives 
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relevant to the research questions. Regarding the use of a mixed methods approach, it was 
anticipated that through a combination of quantitative and qualitative data sources 
(survey and interviews), I would be better able to gain access to understandings of the 
phenomena being studied. Using both survey and interviews enabled me to gain a broader 
range of responses. While the survey enabled me to gain, over a three year period, 
insights from 140 first year PETE students, the interviews provided more in-depth 
perspectives from 16 participants.  
However as indicated earlier, using a range of data (self-study, survey, and 
interviews) was complicated by the employment of a diverse range of methodologies 
which drew upon conflicting theoretical perspectives. In fact the original intention was 
that the breadth of sources would contribute to breadth of insight. It was not until later 
that I recognised the inherent tensions that emerged. For example, the positivist approach 
to survey analysis is juxtaposed against a poststructural analysis of the self-study 
methodology. I intentionally employed a mixed methods study during phase two, as I was 
seeking to collect a wide range of data and this was enabled through diverse methods of 
collection and analysis. Nevertheless, as section 5.6 indicates, this approach was not 
without its limitations as contrasting methodological perspectives created unique 
challenges. As is evident in chapter 7, data from the varied, triangulated sources can be 
integrated into a more coherent whole while also being mindful of the contradictions. The 
data integration process eventually led to the call for and development of a postcritical 
approach to PETE and S-L as a direct response to the findings across both phases of the 
study.  
5.1 Mixed Methods Research 
When I began this study, I saw that mixed methods research was congruent with the 
breadth of information I was seeking and through a range of varied data sources. 
Specifically, I sought to examine, compare, and where possible synergise evidence from 
survey and interviews, in order to better understand the PETE context of this study.  
Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) describe the approach of gaining data through 
varied sources within mixed methods research as triangulation, and in the context of this 
research I triangulated three sources of data from the one PETE programme: participant 
interviews, participant surveys, and the self-study project. In additional to triangulation, 
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Greene et al. (1989) suggest that there are four other specific aims of mixed methods 
research and each of these resonated with the aims of this study: 
 complementarity: seeking enhancement, further clarification and elaboration; 
 development: using the results from one approach to inform the other; 
 initiation: exploring contradictions; and 
 expansion: expanding the breadth and range of inquiry.  
As the data analysis process unfolded, the aims of development and initiation presented 
complications to a coherent narrative that I was seeking to find. The results from the self-
study process in phase one led to the emergence of a postcritical theoretical possibility, 
and this presented contradictions and tensions to the liberal humanistic theoretical 
underpinnings which had informed the development of survey in particular. The 
exploration of these contradictions are expanded upon in section 5.5, including 
implications for future research.  
For the purpose of this overall study, I chose to use a convergent parallel mixed 
methods design. Through the execution of this design, both quantitative and qualitative 
data were collected and analysed separately, and then the results were compared and 
interpretations made. I adapted Onweugbuzie and Teddlies’ (2003) seven stage process of 
mixed method data analysis in order to analyse and interpret data from both sources. 
Stages 1 and 2 involve data reduction (analysis) and data display and these are presented 
in chapter 6. Specifically, I used statistical analysis to analyse the quantitative data from 
the survey, and this data is displayed primarily through the use of tables. For the 
qualitative data I used thematic analysis and data was displayed primarily through 
narrative, using direct interview quotations. Stages 3 – 7 are presented in chapter 7, and 
these stages are primarily concerned with the comparison and interpretation of data. 
Specifically, during stage 3 – data transformation, I converted the quantitative results 
into narrative in order that I could compare, synthesis and complicate data. Onweugbuzie 
and Teddlie (2003) refer to this process in stages 4 – 6, as data correlation, data 
consolidation and data comparison. Through identifying common themes and 
contradictions, I was then able to move to the final (7th) stage of analysis: data 
integration.  In this final stage I integrated and interpreted data to create a more coherent 
whole while remaining cognisant of the contradictions, and this included the self-study 
findings from phase one of the study.  
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5.2 Context of the Mixed Methods Study 
As the research questions indicate, the purpose of the mixed methods study was to 
investigate first year PETE students’ understandings of global citizenship, explore the 
extent to which their understandings were influenced by previous experiences and 
personal dispositions, and consider the ways in which these understandings were 
interpreted across different theoretical frameworks. I was particularly interested in 
gaining an understanding of PETE students’ perspectives from within the PETE 
programme context in which I taught. Specifically, I sought to address the following 
questions: 
1. What frameworks/discourses/theories are evident in first year PETE students’ 
understandings of global citizenship?  
a. To what extent are first year PETE students’ understandings of global 
citizenship influenced by previous experiences and personal dispositions?  
b. How are first year PETE students’ understandings of global citizenship 
interpreted across different theoretical frameworks? 
I was interested in better understanding the ways in which PETE students perceived 
of global citizenship and world-mindedness, specifically in relation to cultural difference. 
The intention upon completion of this study, is to use the findings to inform the 
development of a culturally responsive PETE curriculum, including consideration for 
relevant pedagogical practice. These possibilities are discussed in chapter 7.  
Because I was intentionally seeking to better understand the views of PETE 
students in the programme in which I teach, I chose purposive sampling. Participants in 
this mixed methods study were first year PETE students undertaking study within a four 
year programme of study toward a Bachelor of Education (specialisation in Physical 
Education) and a Graduate Diploma of Teaching and Learning. This programme prepares 
students to teach PE in Aotearoa/New Zealand schools from Year 7 to Year 13. The 
university is in an Aoteaora/New Zealand city with a population of approximately 363 
000 people. The city demographics indicate that this is a relatively monocultural city, 
with small ‘pockets’ of racial-ethnic minority groups25. About 80% of all PETE students 
come from the city and surrounding regions (S. McBain, personal communication, 
                                                 
25 86.6% of Christchurch residents indicated their ethnicity as NZ European at the time of the 2006 census 
(retrieved from http://www.stats.govt.nz 29 July 2013).  
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September 12, 2013). As the demographics within chapter 6 indicate, there are very few 
international students studying in the PETE programme.  
5.3 Quantitative Data Collection and Analysis 
In this section I will describe the survey, data collection, and analysis processes. 
This will be followed by an explanation of the qualitative (interview) data collection and 
analysis methods used, and a critique of the mixed methods research limitations 
(including future possibilities) and ethical approval process. 
5.3.1 The survey.  
The Citizenship and World-Mindedness Survey (appendix 1) used in this study was 
developed by a team of educational researchers from a range of universities in Australia, 
New Zealand, the United States, and the United Kingdom (Meyer et al., 2011).  The 
survey was designed as a tool to gather information about the knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes of students toward global citizenship. Specifically, the survey was designed to 
be administered to students upon entry into higher education. This survey was originally 
developed in 2008 by Meyer et al. (2011) for use within an international study that sought 
to compare first year higher education students’ understandings and dispositions toward 
global citizenship and world-mindedness across a range of disciplines and minority world 
countries. The advantage of using the survey was that it enabled me to work toward the 
aims of expansion and complimentarity (Greene et al., 1989) by providing a rich 
descriptive data set, including understandings of the participants’ demographical and 
culturally diverse background experiences. However, I found the inferential statistics to 
be limited by a narrow and unproblematic understanding of global citizenship, informed 
by liberal humanistic theoretical perspectives.   
During the pilot study by Meyer et al (2011), I collected data from the PETE 
context in which I worked, and this data was used in the analysis of the meta-study by 
Meyer et al. (2011). Meyer et al (2011) employed factor analysis using ANOVA to 
identify five dimensions of global citizenship and world-mindedness from the 
Connections and Perspectives section and these included: Social Responsibility, Skilled 
Disposition and Open-Mindedness, Ethnocentrism and Nationalism, Personal Efficacy, 
and Global Kinship. While I was not involved in the data analysis process of the meta-
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study, I did use the survey data I collected for this doctoral study to carry out an analysis, 
and an explanation of this process is outlined in section 5.3.3. 
The survey includes three main sections: Background Information, Connections 
and Perspectives, and Experiences. The Background Information section sought a range 
of demographic information from participants, including gender, age, marital status, 
disability, ethnicity, generation and citizenship status, geographical location during 
schooling, schooling, and experiences of living abroad. This information alone provided 
rich descriptive statistical data for better understanding the demographical background of 
students entering the PETE programme. The Connections and Perspectives section of the 
survey includes 31 likert scale items that sought to determine participants’ knowledge and 
attitudes toward global citizenship and world-mindedness. Participants were invited to 
provide their opinions in the following response format: either (1) strongly disagree, (2) 
somewhat disagree, (3) somewhat agree, or (4) strongly disagree. Items in this section 
were “conceptually modelled” (Meyer et al. , 2011, p. 183) after other surveys that 
measure world-mindedness including the E-Scale (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, 
& Sanford, 1964), the C-Scale (Lapsley & Enright, 1979; Wilson & Patterson, 1968), the 
Sasakawa Peace Foundation (Cogon, 1997), and others (Deardorff, 2006; Hett, 1993; 
Lawthong, 2003; Oxfam, 2006;  Zhai & Scheer, 2004). The Experiences section of the 
survey provided participants with the opportunity to report on their own experiences of 
engagement within culturally diverse settings, experiences of discrimination, and 
personal dispositions (including critique and debate, tolerance and understanding, and 
interpersonal skills).  Items were developed based upon recent research relating to world-
mindedness and intercultural understandings which placed value and importance on 
experiences of engagement within culturally diverse settings and specific personal 
dispositions as important for world-mindedness (Chang, Astin & Kim, 2004; Hurtado, 
2005; Merryfield, 2000).  
5.3.2 Survey research questions. 
In this research study I was interested in using the survey data to explore the 
following questions: 




a. Is there a relationship between specific demographics and global 
citizenship (e.g. ethnicity, age, schooling)? 
2. What are students’ lived experiences of culturally diverse encounters? 
a. Is there a relationship between culturally diverse experiences and global 
citizenship? 
3. Is there a relationship between students’ experiences of discrimination and 
global citizenship? 
4. Is there a relationship between personal dispositions and global citizenship? 
While Meyer et al. (2011) use a range of terms interchangeably in their study 
including global citizenship, world-mindedness, and global mindedness; in this doctoral 
study I use the term global citizenship. For the purpose of the quantitative component of 
this study, global citizenship was defined by a Global Citizenship Index (GCI) developed 
from the survey and outlined in section 5.3.3. For the interviews, global citizenship was 
understood beyond the limits of the GCI, as students were asked open ended questions 
relating to their understandings of global citizenship (see section 5.4.2). 
5.3.3  Survey data collection and analysis.  
Surveys were administered to first year PETE students within the first two weeks of 
programme study, at the start of each year, for a three year period. Because student intake 
numbers averaged 52 students per year, I collected surveys over a period of three years, 
in order to increase the sample size. Additionally, I used paper surveys, and administered 
these at the end of a scheduled class to encourage a favourable response rate, and this was 
very successful at 89% (N = 140). An Information Sheet and Consent Form (appendix 2) 
was attached to each survey. The Information Sheet was explained to the survey 
participants prior to completion of the survey, and participants completed the Consent 
Form at that time. The ethics process is outlined further in section 5.6.  
Following the collection of all surveys over a three year period, the data were 
analysed using SPSS (version 19). In order to answer the specific survey research 
questions (see section 5.3.2), it was first necessary to construct scores for global 
citizenship, culturally diverse experiences, experiences of discrimination, and personal 
dispositions.  Constructing a total score through mean inter-item correlation for global 
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citizenship led to the development of the Global Citizenship Index (GCI), which would 
be used in this survey context to describe global citizenship. To ensure the reliable 
development of the GCI, it was necessary to ensure that the score generated from sub-
scales was internally consistent. Pallant (2011) describes this as “the degree to which the 
items that make up the scale ‘hang together’” (p. 97). The ideal Cronbach alpha 
coefficient of .7, is sensitive to the number of items. In this case I used the mean inter-
item correlation to determine measures of the same underlying construct to create a total 
score. The recommended mean inter-item correlation is within the range of .2 and .4 
(Briggs & Cheek, 1986). Table 4 indicates the global citizenship items which returned 
internal consistency based on the desirable mean inter-item correlation range.  
 
Table 4 
Mean Inter-Item Correlation for the Global Citizenship Index (GCI) 







 Item 17: There is little I can do to make a difference  
 Item 25: There is really little or nothing I can do to improve the 
condition under which some people in the world live 
 
 Item 30: Even if I do the best I can to help others, it won’t 




 Item 34: It is important that we educate people to understand 
the impact that current policies might have on future 
generations 
 
 Item 35: Vigorous debate of different ideas as part of decision-
making is healthy for a democratic country 
 
 Item 39: Each generation has a responsibility to consider how 







 Item 18: It is important that universities in my country provide 
programs designed to promote understanding among students 
of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds 
 
 Item 19: My country is enriched by the fact that it comprises 
many people from different cultures and countries 
 
 Item 20: I think my country needs to do more to promote the 




For each of the items in Table 4, participants could respond either: (1) strongly 
disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (3) somewhat agree, or (4) strongly agree. These nine 
items were used to construct a maximum possible GCI score of 36, taking into account 
the need to reverse items 17, 25, and 30. Using the mean score of over 3 for each item as 
representing agreement for global citizenship (see Meyer et al., 2011), I was able to 
conclude that a total score over 27 represented agreement. That is to say, for each of the 
nine identified items, participants scoring on average over 3 were in agreement.  
Therefore in this survey context, global citizenship related to understandings of personal 
efficacy, democracy and diversity (see Table 4).   
Total scores also needed to be generated for culturally diverse experiences, 
experiences of discrimination, and personal dispositions, in order to investigate the 
relationship between these variables and global citizenship. Items 65 – 70 invited 
participants to respond to how often they encountered discrimination based on a range of 
demographics including for example, race/ethnicity/culture, religion, sexual orientation, 
etc. Participants responded either: (1) never, (2) occasionally, or (3) frequently.  For six 
items, this could generate a maximum score of 18. Personal dispositions were based on 
self-reporting on a range of skills and dispositions (items 45 – 54). These items included 
statements relating to interpersonal skills, critique and debating skills, and tolerance and 
understanding. Participants could select from either: (1) definitely weak, (2) somewhat 
weak, (3) average, (4) somewhat strong, or (5) definitely strong. For the 10 different 
items, this could result in a total score of 50.  For culturally diverse experiences items 58 
and items 60 – 64 were used. For items 60-64, participants were asked to provide an 
indication of culturally diverse encounters in a variety of different contexts. Responses 
ranged from: (1) all or nearly all my own culture through to, (5) all or nearly all people 
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from a culture different from mine. The six items identified could return a maximum 
score of 30.    
Descriptive statistics were used in order to answer survey research questions 1 and 
226. The frequency and percentage of responses to items 1 – 13 provided demographic 
information; and frequency and percentages for items 60 – 64 provided information 
regarding participants’ culturally diverse experiences. The results are displayed using 
descriptions and tables in chapter 6. For inferential statistics, independent samples t-tests 
were used as the statistical analysis tool for the remaining survey research questions: 1a, 
2a, 3 and 4. This analytical tool is “used to compare the mean scores of two different 
groups of people or conditions” (Pallant, 2011, p. 239). For the t-tests, statistical 
significance was at p = .05. A number of independent variables (e.g. schooling, gender, 
ethnicity, experiences of discrimination, and culturally diverse experiences) were 
compared with scores for global citizenship using the GCI. For all t-tests, the Sig. value 
for Levene’s test for equality of variances was larger than .05. Prior to administering the 
survey, consideration was also given to survey reliability and validity.  
5.3.4 Survey reliability and validity. 
In the context of survey design, reliability may be established through a number of 
different procedures and for this study this included an internal consistency reliability test 
for the development of the GCI, and a reliability as stability measure (Cohen, Manion & 
Morrison, 2000). For this study the internal consistency reliability test was used to 
determine the GCI through using the mean inter-item correlation and the details for this 
are described in section 5.3.3. Reliability as stability is defined by Cohen et al. (2000) as 
“a measure of consistency over time and over similar samples” (p. 117).  The test was 
administered to first year PETE students over a three year period. As Table 5 indicates 
similar results for the GCI were obtained during the data collection phase.  
  
                                                 
26 Research question 1: What are the demographics (background) of first year students entering the 







Reliability as Stability 
GCI Score  2010 2011 2012 
Mean 25.5 25.6 25.7 
Std. Deviation 2.6 2.7 2.5 
 
Finally, the designers of the survey (Meyer et al., 2011) established reliability 
through the development of survey items that they intended to be clear and unambiguous. 
In particular, Meyer et al (2011) developed items in the Connections and Perspectives 
section that were designed to “avoid the influences of cognitive level, grammatical 
complexity, task conflict, and social desirability by posing opinion ‘catch phrases’ 
reflecting typically repeated opinions” (p. 183).    
Interested in exploring the extent to which I could reinforce the claims to 
concurrent validity, I employed ‘between methods’ methodological triangulation (Cohen 
et al., 2000). By using more than one data collection method, and by using both 
qualitative and quantitative data, I was able to develop a broader understanding of the 
phenomena being studied. This is a form of convergent validity whereby “different 
method for researching the same construct should give a relatively high inter-correlation” 
(Cohen et al., 2000, p. 110). Additionally, construct validity was sought by Meyer et al 
(2011) through the development of items that reflected evidence from an expansive 
literature review conceptually (relating to the construct of world-mindedness and global 
citizenship, and the variables affecting this), and also in regard to the use of existing 
survey tools, as outlined in section 5.3.1. Overall, a range of reliability and validity 
measures were applied in order to develop what could be considered a suitable measure 
from the perspective of quantitative data collection. Considerations were also given to 




5.5 Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis 
  In order to gain a more in depth understanding of participants’ perspectives of 
global citizenship, I invited all participants who had completed the survey to also take 
part in an interview. This section provides an overview of the data collection and analysis 
process, including reliability and validity. I used Creswell’s (2012) recommended six 
steps for data collection, analysis, and interpretation and these include: preparing and 
organising data, exploring and coding the database, theme formation, representing and 
reporting findings, interpreting the meaning, and validity and accuracy. A description of 
the limitations of the study and the ethics process follows in the final section of this 
chapter.  
5.5.1 Interview participants. 
All participants who completed the survey were invited to participate in an 
interview. Twenty-one participants (15% of survey participants) indicated at the time of 
survey completion that they would like to be interviewed. After contacting each of the 21 
participants via email and phone, 16 participants agreed to be interviewed.  The 
demographical background of those interviewed reflected the sample of survey 
participants across most areas, with minor variations. Eleven (69%) participants were 
male and five (31%) were female. Twelve (75%) participants were under the age of 20 
and four (25%) were over 20. Fourteen (88%) participants were single and two (12%) 
were married. Fourteen (88%) participants indicated that they were Caucasian, of 
European descent. The remaining participants were Māori or of African descent. Thirteen 
(81%) of the participants attended public state schools and the remaining two (19%) 
attended private religious schools. Very few participants had experiences abroad. Twelve 
(75%) participants had never lived, studied or completed community service abroad. The 
remaining four (25%) participants had limited experiences abroad, mostly in cultures 
similar to their own. 
5.5.2 Interview process. 
All interviews were undertaken within three weeks of the survey being 
administered.  Interviews took place in a quiet office space without interruption. 
Interviews were recorded and transcribed. The interview questions were designed to 
98 
 
develop a more in depth understanding of participants’ views of global citizenship and 
included the following: 
1. What do you think it means to be a global citizen? 
2. To what extent do you believe that this is relevant in today’s society? 
3. What influences how someone views global citizenship? 
4. Can you think of specific school work or activities that have influenced your 
understanding of global citizenship or identity as a global citizen? 
5. Do you think that universities should include global citizenship as one of the 
learning outcomes for all students? What should the focus be? 
6. What do you think universities could do to provide students with opportunities 
to become more global minded? 
7. What about teachers specifically? To what extent do you think that global 
citizenship is relevant to teachers? 
8. What do you think that teachers need to know before teaching about this area? 
 At the start of each interview I briefed the participants and engaged in general 
conversation to help them feel at ease. I was aware through phone conversations that I 
had with participants prior to the interview, that many did not feel comfortable or 
knowledgeable about the topic, and I was cognisant of this during the interview process. 
Kvale (1996) suggests a number of effective interview strategies including open body 
language, active listening including the use of encouraging prompts, and the use of clear 
and structured questioning. I ensured that these strategies were used during the 
interviews. I mostly used a structured interview approach, although I occasionally 
diverted in order to pursue a particular participant response in greater detail. My decision 
to select a structured interview approach is explained in section 5.4.4. 
5.5.3 Interview data analysis. 
After the interviews were transcribed, I began reading and coding the data. 
Creswell (2012) explains that “qualitative researchers analyse their data by reading it 
several times and conducting an analysis each time. Each time you read your database, 
you develop a deeper understanding about the information supplied by your participants” 
(p. 238). I found this to be the case as I read and coded the data in a number of different 
ways. Each time provided a different perspective and eventually themes began to emerge. 
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Firstly, I grouped the responses according to research questions and coded the data 
according to the varied responses. Secondly, I analysed the data using the theoretical 
framework outlined in chapter 4. I was interested in determining whether responses 
appeared predominantly technicist, liberal humanist, critical humanist, or other. Thirdly, I 
created a narrative for each participant. This helped me to better understand the 
participants’ responses to individual questions, as I pieced together each participant’s 
‘story’. By the fourth reading I found that themes were evident. Frequent patterned 
responses and common threads interconnected to generate clear themes.  
5.5.4 Interview reliability and validity. 
 There are a range of reliability and validity approaches within qualitative research, 
and interviews as a data collection method particularly. Creswell (2012) suggests the use 
of triangulation and auditing as two frequently used approaches by qualitative 
researchers. Regarding triangulation, I chose to use ‘between methods’ methodological 
triangulation (Cohen et al., 2000) as previously explained in section 5.1. In addition to 
survey and interview data being collected phase two of this study, I also used self-study 
methodology to gain a broad overview, not just of PETE student perspectives of global 
citizenship, but also of my own perspective as a PETE teacher and researcher. Through 
this broad range of data collection methods, I was able to gather a more in depth 
understanding of the context of study. Regarding auditing during the interview analysis 
process, a researcher outside of the project provided a critical reading of the interview 
database and analysis generated. The particular focus of the audit was to check that the 
findings were grounded in the data, and that the themes generated were appropriate. The 
audit process provided confirmation and agreement with the findings of this study. 
Furthermore, in order to minimise interviewer bias, I ensured that the questions were 
structured and that the same wording and sequence was used throughout (Cohen et al., 
2000). When at times I chose to explore a particular issue in greater depth, I always 
returned to the structural sequence of the interview.   
5.6 Mixed Methods Research Limitations 
Results from the survey need to be interpreted with caution. The survey had 
recently been developed, trialed, and tested (Meyer et al., 2011); however, the research 
100 
 
questions that I asked differed somewhat from the piloted meta-study. For example, I was 
interested in investigating the extent to which independent variables (such as experiences 
of discrimination and culturally diverse experiences) had an effect on the GCI. 
Furthermore, in order to determine a GCI score for comparison with independent 
variables, global citizenship items from the survey which returned internal consistency 
based on the desirable mean inter-item correlation range were used. This led to a limited 
conceptual definition of global citizenship. Part of this limited conceptualisation of the 
GCI may be attributable to the actual survey items which tended to draw from a liberal 
humanistic (and positivist) understanding of global citizenship. For example, concepts of 
democracy, and personal characteristics such as leadership, tolerance, and communication 
skills all reflect a liberal humanism view of global citizenship (Meyer et al., 2011).  
Challenges to positivist, universalist knowledge problematicised during phase one of this 
study, were unable to be realized through the collection of survey data, as this survey was 
primarily designed from a liberal humanist perspective. The survey questions restricted, 
or constrained the possibility for post-positivist responses.  
Likewise the interview questions tended to privilege a humanistic perspective. The 
research questions were developed by Meyer et al. (2011) and while I did adapt these 
slightly, I needed to largely adhere to the structured content as the data I collected was 
available for use by Meyer et al. (2011) as part of the wider international study. 
Furthermore, while employing a structured interview format assisted in limiting 
interviewer bias, there was not the same freedom of exploration that an unstructured 
interview method may allow. This may have led to a more narrow investigation, as I was 
conscious of not straying too far from the structured sequence of questions.  
The theoretical tensions and contradictions that emerged during the synthesising of 
phase one and phase two data, highlight what Greene et al (1989) describe as the 
initiation aim of a mixed methods study: which is to explore contradictions. As is 
evidenced by this study, poststructural critiques of truth and hierarchical binaries present 
unique opportunities and challenges to established notions of binaries within positivist 
and postpositivist research methodologies. Challenging the binary divide, a number of 
researchers have recently begun to explore the “productive tensions” (Brown & Knopp, 
2008, p. 40), and strategic possibilities of merging traditional positivist and postpositivist 
research methodologies. Wyly (2009) presents a case for such an approach (what he 
names: strategic positivism) beginning his critique thus:  
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postpositivist intellectual currents emerged in the shadow of, and in opposition to, 
mainstream science at a time when positivist epistemology, quantitative 
methodology and conservative political ideology seemed always to go hand in 
hand. This neat alignment was contingent and contextual, but every postpositivist 
movement committed to progressive or radical politics has portrayed the nexus as 
essential and immutable. (p. 310)  
Through problematizing truth notions such as claims of fact, reality, objectivity, 
reliability and validity, postpositivist researchers working from these premises prefer to 
employ qualitative methodologies particularly in pursuit of justice agendas. Wyly (2009) 
goes on to note that every decision made to forego quantitative methodologies has 
resulted in an almost entire generation of postpositivist researchers without quantitative 
skills. These skills, he argues, could be used strategically toward political justice agendas. 
Also challenging these epistemological tensions, Brown and Knopp (2008) demonstrate 
the productive possibilities of working across traditional research binaries by employing 
geographical information systems, including cartography to informing non-normative 
spatial representations of queer geography. Through their research they identify a number 
of themes including: “colliding epistemologies…productive pragmatics, and the 
contingencies of facts and truths” (p. 40). While fraught with many challenges, and not 
without limitations, they nevertheless conclude that working pragmatically beyond the 
methodological binary was important for advancing queer politics.  
During phase two I expected to be able to use the quantitative data in ways that 
challenged positivist assumptions; however during the statistical analysis process, I 
realized that the survey itself had been designed based on positivist principles (and liberal 
humanistic orientations) that could not be contested just in the analysis of data. The kind 
of research proposed by Wyly (2009) requires post-positivist thinking from the beginning 
grounded on a strong post-positivist theoretical framework. Although my quantitative 
methods experiment did not yield many results that were useful for this study, I decided 
to report it in any case. Some useful descriptive statistical data gathered from the survey 
analysis during phase two of this study provided me with insight into the PETE cohort. 
Furthermore, this learning experience provided insights which were indeed extremely 
useful not only for me, but for other researchers who used the limitations of the 
international study to inform the development of further projects, including a current 
project funded by the Academy of Finland involving 28 universities worldwide (see 
http://www.oulu.fi/edu/eihe).   
102 
 
5.7 Mixed Methods Research Ethics Approval 
 Ethical approval was granted by the University of Canterbury Educational 
Research Human Ethics Committee. Before administering the survey, all participants 
received an Information Sheet and Consent Form (appendix 2). The purpose of the survey 
was explained to the participants, and the ethics process was outlined in detail. All 
participants completing the survey and the interview were required to complete the 
consent form. Survey data collected during 2010 was also used as part of the international 
study led by Professor Luanna Meyer at Victoria University, and students from that 
cohort were notified that copies of the surveys would be kept in locked storage at both the 
University of Canterbury and Victoria University.  Surveys were coded with a number 
that was also correspondingly written on the consent forms. These consent forms were 
held in a separate location to the surveys at the University of Canterbury. Only surveys 
with numbers were sent to Victoria University and this ensured participant anonymity. 
Stored data is to be kept for five years from the time of collection and this is in 
accordance with the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee policy.  
While the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee did not identify power imbalance as an ethical matter of concern, I was 
conscious of this during the interview process. I was aware that first year PETE students 
may have felt intimidated and or uncertain, particularly given the nature of some of the 
questions, and the knowledge that I was a lecturer teaching in to the PETE programme. 
Therefore, at the start of each interview I re-explained the ethics process, and emphasised 
notions of confidentiality and anonymity, and I explained that participants were not 
required to answer all of the questions and they could pass if they wanted to. I also 
assured them that there was no right or wrong answer and that it was simply their own 
view point that I was interested in.   
5.8 Summary  
In this chapter I have provided a description of the mixed methods methodological 
approach and process undertaken for both survey and interview data collection and 
analysis. To gain a more in depth understanding of the context of study, and to 
thoroughly investigate the research questions, the survey and interview data, along with 
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the self-study methodology undertaken were utilised during this doctoral study. The 
Citizenship and World-Mindedness Survey (Meyer et al., 2011) was described (and 
critiqued) in this chapter (including the process for creating scores for global citizenship 
and other dependent variable categories), and the measure of reliability and validity 
explained. I outlined the interview data collection and analysis process, including 
reliability and validity measures. Finally, the mixed methods research limitations and the 
ethical approval process were described.  
Data analysis is presented across two separate sections in the following chapter. 
Consistent with the mixed methods approach to data analysis that I employed in this 
study, I integrated and interpreted results from both the surveys and interviews as 
outlined in section 5.1. The findings from both phases one and two of this study are 
where appropriate synergized, and discussed in chapter 7, and links are made to relevant 
literature, to the context of this study, and to future pedagogical practice. Throughout the 
analysis process I was cognisant of the theoretical framework outlined in chapter 4, and 
the challenges that this presented to the positivist approach used for the survey design. 
The varying theoretical perspectives (technicist, liberal and critical humanistic, and 
‘other’) were useful as a tool for analysing data, particularly during the interview analysis 
process. The theoretical framework also helped me with the initiation aim (Greene et al, 
1989) of exploring tensions and contradictions.  I was mindful of the overall research 
questions guiding this study and in particular I was interested in exploring the various 
discourses evident in first year PETE students’ understandings of global citizenship. 
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6 Mixed Methods Results Chapter  
The purpose of the mixed method study was to investigate PETE students’ 
understandings of global citizenship upon entry into a four year PETE programme. 
Additionally, I sought to determine the extent to which understandings were influenced 
by previous experiences and personal dispositions, and to understand the ways in which 
global citizenship perspectives could be interpreted across different theoretical 
frameworks. Through administering the survey I primarily sought to achieve the first two 
aims of the mixed methods study by investigating PETE students’ understandings of 
global citizenship, and the relationship of this to previous experiences and personal 
dispositions. The second aim of interpreting results across different theoretical 
frameworks was achieved primarily through the interviews, although there was some 
overlap across the two methods used when addressing the research questions. In the first 
section of this chapter I present the survey analysis, and the interview analysis follows in 
section 6.3. Because the mixed methods analysis followed the self-study analysis process, 
I became increasingly troubled by the narrow conceptualisation of global citizenship 
within the survey. Consequently, I found the descriptive statistical analysis to be more 
helpful in developing breadth of understanding of the PETE cohort. Nevertheless, I also 
present the inferential statistics here, as this was an informative part of the analysis 
process, in further understanding tensions and contradictions within the 
positivist/postpositivist bind.    
6.1 Survey Results 
The survey results are grouped below according to research questions.  Descriptive 
statistics were used to answer the survey research questions 1 and 2, and inferential 
statistics were used to answer the remaining questions: 1a, 2a, 3, and 4. The frequency 
and percentage of responses to items 1 – 13 provide demographic information; and 
frequency and percentages for items 60 – 64 provide information regarding participants’ 
culturally diverse experiences. Independent samples t-tests were used as the inferential 
statistical analysis tool for questions 1a, 2a, 3 and 4. This analytical tool is “used to 
compare the mean scores of two different groups of people or conditions” (Pallant, 2011, 
p. 239). For the t-tests, statistical significance was at p = .05. A number of independent 
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variables (e.g. schooling, gender, ethnicity, experiences of discrimination, and culturally 
diverse experiences) were compared with scores for global citizenship (as determined by 
the GCI). For all t-tests, the Sig. value for Levene’s test for equality of variances was 
larger than .05.  
6.1.1 Descriptive statistics. 
Question 1: What are the demographics (background) of first year students 
entering the PETE programme? Items 1 – 13 of the survey asked participants to provide 
demographical information.  This demographic data provides a range of interesting 
information about the demographic of students undertaking the PETE programme of 
study. Table 6 presents an overview of the demographics. 
Table 6 
Demographic Information 







Age  Under 20 
20 – 24 














 Pacific Island 
Hispanic 




















At least one of my grandparents, my parents & I were 
born in this country 
At least one of my parents and I were born in this 
country 
I was born in this country, but not my parents 
Foreign born – but a citizen now of this country 
Foreign born – but not yet a citizen of this country 

















Schooling Public state 
Religious, public or private 
Private, non-religious 
Home school 














Living Abroad (LA) 
 
Not answered, most because no time abroad 







LA 1-3 yrs 







Not answered, most because no time abroad 
CSA <1 yr 
CSA 1-3 yrs 











Not answered, most because no time abroad 
SA, culture similar 








The data indicated that there were slightly higher numbers of female participants 
than male participants (females n = 75, 53.6%; males n = 65, 46.4%). 82.1% of all 
participants were under 20 (n = 115), with those over 20 accounting for the remaining 
17.9% (n = 25). 79.3% identified as Caucasian European (n = 98), with the second largest 
group 14.5%, identifying as indigenous (Māori) (n = 18). Regarding citizenship, 75.4% (n 
= 104) indicated that “at least one of my grandparents, my parents and I were born in this 
country". The majority of participants reported attending a public, state school (n = 106, 
79.7%), just one participant indicated being private, non-religious schooled, and the 
remaining participants (n = 31, 22.5%) received a religious education (either public or 
private). It is evident from Table 6 that very few participants have had community service 
abroad experiences (n = 12, 8.5%) or study abroad experiences (n = 7, 5%). A slightly 
higher number (n = 27, 19.3%) of participants indicated that they had lived abroad for a 
period of time.  Overall, key trends include slightly higher females than males, and the 
majority of participants under the age of 20 years, Caucasian European and of New 
Zealand heritage, public state schooled, and with limited experiences abroad.  
Question 2: What are students’ lived experiences of culturally diverse 
encounters? Items 58, and 60 – 64 of the survey asked participants information about 
their experiences of culturally diverse contexts. These items relate to the frequency of 
interactions with people from either: (1) all or nearly all my own culture, through to (5) 
all or nearly all people from a culture different from mine. The most common response 
was (2) mostly people from my own culture.  
6.1.2 Inferential statistics. 
Question 1a: Is there a relationship between specific demographics and global 
citizenship? As data from Table 6 indicates, for independent variables of age, ethnicity, 
citizenship, and schooling, there are two clear groups: the majority response and other. 
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Overall, it is evident that the majority of students attending the PETE programme are 
under 20, Caucasian European, and public, state schooled. Thus when investigating the 
relationship between age and global citizenship, two groups were selected: (1) under 20 
(n = 115, 82.1%), and (2) all categories over 20 (n = 25, 17.9%). Likewise, two groups 
were identified for all other independent variables. Ethnicity was grouped: (1) Caucasian 
European (n = 98, 79.3%), and (2) other ethnicity (n = 26, 20.7%). Citizenship was 
grouped: (1) at least one of my grandparents, my parents and I were born in this country 
(n = 104, 75.4%), and (2) other (n = 34, 24.6%). Finally, schooling was grouped: (1) 
public, state (n = 106, 76.8%), and (2) other (n = 32, 23.2%). After establishing these 
independent variable groupings, independent sample t-tests were used to determine 
whether or not there was a statistically significant relationship between the independent 
variables and global citizenship using the GCI.  The two group means for each of the five 
independent variables and global citizenship were compared using independent samples t-
tests. Results of Levene’s test for equality of variances indicated equal variances may be 
assumed for both groups in all tests. The difference was only significant for schooling 
with public state schooling (M = 26, SD = 2.5) and other (predominantly religious) 
schooling (M = 24.41, SD = 2.7; t(125), p = 0.05, two-tailed). Table 7 provides details for 
the schooling independent sample t-test. 
Table 7 
Independent Sample T-Test for Schooling and Global Citizenship 
 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 







GCI Equal variances 
assumed 
.396 .530 -2.845 125 .005 -1.54383 .54270
 
Question 2a: Is there a relationship between culturally diverse experiences and 
global citizenship? With six items for culturally diverse experiences (items 58, 60 – 64) 
and a maximum score of 5 per item, the total maximum score for cultural diverse 
experiences was 30. Two groups were identified for the independent sample t-test: (1) 
participants whose responses to the six items were >=17.50 for high levels of culturally 
diverse experiences, and (2) participants whose responses were <17.50. Of the 120 
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participants who responded to the culturally diverse experiences items, just 17 (14%) 
participants scored >=17.5%. The remaining 103 (86%) participants returned scores of 
<17.50. Using an independent samples t-test, these two groups were compared against the 
GCI to determine if there was a correlation with culturally diverse encounters. There was 
no significant difference in scores for those reporting high levels of culturally diverse 
experiences (M = 24.94, SD = 2.11) and those with low levels of culturally diverse 
experiences (M = 25.7, SD = 2.64; t (118) = - 1.18, p = .24, two-tailed).  
Question 3: Is there a relationship between participants’ experiences of 
discrimination and global citizenship? This research question examined the relationship 
between experiences of discrimination and global citizenship. As can be seen from Table 
8, 135 participants provided responses to discrimination questions, with 5 missing cases.  
 
Table 8 
Experiences of Discrimination 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Discrimination 135 6.00 14.00 7.5407 1.81006 
Valid N (listwise) 135     
 
Types of discrimination in the survey included race/ethnicity/culture, gender, sexual 
orientation, economic background, religious affiliation and political beliefs. It was 
hypothesised that there was a relationship between experiences of discrimination and 
higher scores on the GCI. Participants were able to respond either: (1) never, (2) 
occasionally, or (3) frequently. Scores for each item ranged from 1 – 3, giving a 
maximum total of 18 for six items (items 65 – 70). Table 8 indicates that the response 
mean ranged from 6 to 14, with a mean score (M) of 7.54 and a standard deviation (SD) 
of 1.81. Twelve participants had scores of >=10.50. Calculating the mean difference 
between the two groups as shown in Tables 9 and 10 indicate that there is no statistically 
significant difference (p = 0.788, two-tailed) in the mean discrimination scores for both 
groups when measured against the GCI. That is to say, that in this study, relatively 
frequent experiences of discrimination did not correlate with global citizenship agreement 




Mean Discrimination Scores  
 DiscriminationN Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
GCI >= 10.50 12 26.5833 2.11953 .61186 
< 10.50 112 25.4821 2.56969 .24281 
 
Table 10 
















124 .788 -.18133 .67180 
 
Question 4: Is there a relationship between personal dispositions and global 
citizenship? Items 45 – 54 invited participants to self-report on a range of personal 
dispositions that are likely to affect a person’s agreement with global citizenship (Meyer 
et al. , 2011).  There are three categories: interpersonal skills (items 50, 53 and 54), 
critique and debate (items 45 and 52) and tolerance and understanding (items 46 – 49, and 
51). Responses ranged from: 1) definitely weak, through to 5) definitely strong. Ten items 
returned a total possible score of 50. As can be seen from Table 11, 33 participants scored 
>=39.40 (M = 25.37, SD = 2.11). By comparing this mean with those who self-reported 
<39.40 (M = 25. 79, SD = 2.71), Table 12 shows that there is no statistically significance 
difference between the two groups at p = .316, two-tailed. This indicates a lack of 
correlation between participant agreement with global citizenship according to the GCI 





Mean Personal Dispositions 
 Personal 
Dispositions N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error 
Mean 
GCI >= 39.40 33 25.2727 2.11428 .36805 
< 39.40 92 25.7989 2.71955 .28353 
 
Table 12 
















123 .316 -.52619 .52266 
6.2 Summary of Survey Findings 
The demographical information indicated that the majority of PETE students 
entering the four year degree programme were Caucasian European, under the age of 20 
years, public state school educated, with either limited or no experiences abroad. 
Furthermore, almost all participants reported that their community and schooling 
experiences were with mostly people from their own cultural background. A statistically 
significant relationship (p = 0.005) was found for public state schooling and global 
citizenship. Other independent variables (age, ethnicity and citizenship) did not show any 
statistically significant relationship with global citizenship. There was no statistically 
significant relationship found between global citizenship and culturally diverse 
experiences (p = .24), experiences of discrimination (p = .788) and personal dispositions 
(p = .316).  
Reflecting upon the aims of mixed methods design, as suggested by Greene et al 
(1989), the survey data did provide expansion (breadth of data), particularly in 
developing a greater insight into the participants backgrounds. However, the inferential 
statistical data did raise some interesting questions for me regarding the limitations of a 
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liberal humanistic understanding of GCE. For example, the items tended to focus upon 
basic civic democracy and individual dispositions, while failing to engage participants in 
systemic and structural understandings of barriers and opportunities framed within 
postcritical perspectives.  In terms of triangulation of data, the results of the survey raised 
more questions regarding the assumptions underlying GCE that I hoped to tease out 
through my analysis of interview data.  
6.3 Interview Results and Themes 
Sixteen participants were interviewed in order to gain investigate PETE students’ 
understandings of global citizenship. While the questions were structured in order to 
inform the wider international study, I drew upon the self-study process and findings, 
which enabled a post-perspective possibility to emerge. In particular, I analysed interview 
data through multiple readings and codings (see section 5.4.3), and this included the 
identification of participant narratives, and use of the theoretical framework (technicist, 
liberal humanist, critical humanist and other) outlined in chapter 4. Themes were 
developed that most accurately reflected participants’ perspectives. Participants’ 
responses were overwhelmingly liberal humanist. The unproblematic notion of 
development framed within an idea of teleological human progress was expressed as a 
desire to develop as rational, autonomous and moral beings, who both know what is right, 
and do what is right for themselves and for others. A search for harmony and sameness 
also revealed a modern humanistic world view.  Participants (almost entirely) revealed a 
teleological understanding of the world based on a linear and seamless idea of 
development. The ideal of modern metropolitan and technological societies embedded in 
modern nation states was upheld by most participants as a universal goal. Threats to this 
project were perceived as a problem, including the threat of environmental catastrophes. 
Almost all participants tended to see the Other as lagging behind, and tended to see their 
responsibility as helpers and leaders in the quest for universal modernisation, perceived 
also as human evolution. Almost all participants tended to project normalised ideals/ideas 
as universal and collectively shared and seemed to be unaware of the production of 
normalisation and inequality, of critiques of common sense ideas, and of different 
perspectives on development.  
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Reflecting these ideas, themes that emerged include harmony, ethnocentrism, 
paternalism and salvationism, social and environmental justice, and uncertainty about 
global citizenship. The theme, uncertainty about global citizenship, indicates that while 
participants did present ideas about global citizenship anchored within the humanist 
tradition, they struggled to provide a definition or conceptualization of terms such as 
global citizenship or world-mindedness. Responses given to global citizenship questions 
were often nationalist and local. That is to say, participants often responded to 
specifically global questions with entirely local answers. The social and environmental 
justice theme was most strongly reflected in responses that were critical humanistic. A 
small number of participants were interested in and concerned for issues of injustice (both 
social and environmental) and framed this concern within a critical perspective. These 
participants demonstrated the ability to both think and act critically at times, and also 
showed an awareness of their own complicity, particularly in relation to environmental 
concerns.  
6.3.1 Uncertainty about global citizenship. 
The vast majority of participants struggled to define global citizenship and related 
concepts. Participants uncertain of the term global citizen or global citizenship were 
sometimes able to respond instead to the idea of world-mindedness, or global 
mindedness. The following excerpts provide examples of the uncertainty about global 
citizenship.  
JERRY:  I dunno…just…a part …a citizen… that belongs…I dunno what a global 
citizen… 
SONYA:  So is global citizenship like how, like what’s your definition…. 
TOM:  I’m not really sure to be honest. 
BILLY:  A global citizen, I’ve never really thought about the concept of a global 
citizen before, so… 
LUCY:  Can you tell me what a global citizen is? 
MATT:  Just, yeah, I’m not really sure how I’d explain it 
TANIA:  I don’t really understand what global citizenship is... 
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Limited understandings of global citizenship could often be traced to participants’ 
limited experiences of travel abroad, multicultural experiences within Aotearoa/New 
Zealand, and exposure to GCE within schools.  Sam indicated that his own experiences 
were limited, and that those around him were mostly “pretty ignorant”. Simon (a recent 
immigrant) commented on his observations of limited experiences and engagements with 
difference within Aotearoa/New Zealand, and about how “insular” New Zealanders are. 
He reported that news broadcasts were primarily nationalistic; as too were student’s 
understandings of themselves in relationship to other places: 
SIMON:  (Laughs).  … in the last lecture when we did this exercise with [our 
lecturer], and the sports hall was a map of the World and you had to stand where 
you came from, or you were born, and like, the other students had no idea what the 
rest of the world was, to them it was a map of New Zealand and that was it, and we 
were just sort of like on a periphery, they didn’t know the world. 
Simon’s recollection of this experience is perhaps not surprising given that the 
majority of participants were from Christchurch and almost all participants indicated that 
they had either limited or no experiences abroad. For example, being shaped by 
geographical experiences seemed to resonate with Jessie, who came from a rural, isolated 
area within Aotearoa/New Zealand. Jessie’s experiences at school were primarily mono-
cultural. There were German immigrants who lived in the area where Jessie grew up, and 
while they were largely accepted in their differences, other non-dominant racial-ethnic 
groups were not. Jessie observed that students were often bullied at school for being 
different. It wasn’t until she moved to a nearby city that Jessie became aware of how un-
accepting of difference her home community was. She commented that in the city people 
were “quite accepting I guess in a way, like they don’t shut someone out with a different 
culture or background”.  
JESSIE:  Like, I think if you went travelling a lot, that’d help, you’d see how other 
people live and experience what they experience, that’d influence a lot. 
J:  Have you had any personal experiences that might have shaped the way that you 
think about people different to yourself or the way that you think about global 
citizenship? 




JESSIE:  [town] is quite cut off from everywhere else, like…I don’t think they 
really explain the whole world that well really … there wasn’t really that much of 
an understanding in most of my classes that really had any relevance to the 
worldwide 
Jessie attributed her limited understanding of global citizenship to her rural 
upbringing and to an absence of GCE in school. Localised knowledges and cultural 
practices were privileged and Jessie was aware of the marginalisation of other cultural 
practices.  
Limited understandings of global citizenship contributed, at times, to confused 
responses. Participants often responded to global citizenship questions by discussing local 
issues, initiatives, and by describing local contexts. The response below typified this 
occurrence.  
J: So you might have already kind of answered this question but, what do you think 
influences the development of someone as a global citizen? 
TANIA:  Probably how they are at home and at school and with their friends, I 
think sometimes kids can be real nice to their teachers and their parents because 
they know they’re going to get told off if they’re not but then sometimes when 
they’re with their friends they just can be quite mean. 
The respondent’s dependence on local experiences to explain global citizenship 
points further to a lack of global awareness. When asked if there were specific school 
curriculum or activity events that influenced participant understandings of global 
citizenship, again the responses below signal a predominantly local perspective. 
However, an interesting factor in this local focus in terms of citizenship and responsibility 
to others as key to global citizenship may be related to the trauma experienced during the 
Christchurch earthquakes of 2010-2011. 
MATT: Yeah, we sponsored, we had a house competition that sponsored a child 
and whatever house could raise the most.., we also did like food bank, so you’d 
bring in a can each day, so that’s pretty much for Christchurch.  
JOHN:  Yeah for sure, I mean it’s something I strongly believe in and I get a lot out 
of it, I guess it’s not for everyone though, but I do think that the whole world needs 
its view on that and whether that’s with the university or via another means, I’d 
support it.  I think especially at the moment with the things Christchurch is going 
through we definitely all need to come together and… I guess at the moment for 
sure Christchurch has come together as a city and that’s been fantastic, all helping 
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each other out, like neighbours not even knowing each other, but helping each other 
out.  
TOM: Um, not to do with school, a few church things from when I was a kid and 
over the years, did a few church things, a thing called RAK, like you’ve probably 
heard of it, random acts of kindness, I did that for quite a few years, and we’d go 
around and we’d clean up areas and pick up rubbish and stuff…so…. 
Other than the child sponsorship example given by Matt, all other examples 
participants gave here relate to local acts of charity; including helping others in need 
during the Christchurch earthquakes of 2010-2011.  
Findings related to this theme of uncertainty about global citizenship indicate that 
many participants were unclear about the concept, had limited or no exposure to the ideas 
of GCE in schools, and had limited experiences abroad and with people from culturally 
diverse backgrounds. Furthermore, many participants responded to global citizenship 
questions with geographical localised examples.   
6.3.2 Harmony and desire for sameness.  
Seeking harmony led many participants to desire sameness, rather than difference. 
While all participants described how engagement with people different to themselves 
enabled them to understand others, the majority of participants were observing this 
difference while remaining stable in their own beliefs. Sonya expressed the way schools 
now teach “that we should be more accepting and aware [of differences within groups of 
people]”. She described the way in which a multicultural demographic at the school she 
attended, provided her with the opportunity to understand why people valued different 
things. Sam also considered that the diverse cultures within his school led to an increased 
awareness of differences; yet he wasn’t sure whether this experience had shaped his 
beliefs in any way. Sonya, John and Tom all described the way in which their Christian 
faith influenced their views of engagement with the Other. They all emphasized the need 
for people to be able to believe whatever they choose, without judgment.  
All of the participants wrestled with the notion of sameness and difference. For 
some, it was quite literally something “to be dealt with”; for others there was an obvious 
tension between their own “right” beliefs, and the right of others to be otherwise. The 
overwhelming desire in almost all interviews was to achieve harmony either through an 
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emphasis on sameness – “we are all the same” – or through the acceptance of difference, 
so long as people remained unaltered by it. This latter perspective is also reflected in the 
theme, ethnocentrism (and universalism). The following narratives reveal a desire for 
harmony through either an emphasis on sameness or through a “respect” for differences.  
Jerry strongly emphasized the belief that global citizenship is about harmony 
through personal relationships which leads to understanding differences. This is his way 
of “dealing with it”. For Jerry it seemed that cultural difference was very much something 
that needed to be “dealt with” and he used this term a number of times through the 
interview. An example he gave was the way that he was taught to fear others who were 
different to him at school, including “the big Māori boy” who was “scary”. Learning to 
“deal with it” came through personal encounters. Jerry also “did a bit of the whole 
cultural thing” at school and this was primarily focussed on learning languages (Japanese 
and French, but never Māori). Doing the “cultural thing” also included cultural events 
such as eating foreign foods and meeting international students. Jerry expressed a desire 
to learn culturally responsive pedagogies at university, perhaps as a tool for “dealing 
with” different students when he begins teaching. 
Like a number of other participants, John believes that “we are all just the same”. 
John spoke of a world he wanted to see where: 
…there’s no racism, there’s no differences, we’re all just people living in the same 
place having fun, supporting each other, that’s what it means to me, global 
citizenship…We’re all human beings, we all have two eyes…why look at the 
differences between us when in the long run we’re all the same…Why not be 
friends with them, why not help them out when we can?  
 For John, others are seen as the same as us and in need of our assistance. What it 
all comes down to, John concluded, is “respect one another”. The example he gave was:  
This Muslim chick who I’m emailing is telling me all these things and giving 
evidence for her beliefs, and I went, you know that’s cool, you go hard with that but 
I will do my stuff my way.   
For John, harmony was based on respect for individual autonomy, and this included 
his way of communicating with a “Muslim chick”. Like John, Sonya is also a Christian 
and she explained how she believes that:  
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The whole point of [Christianity] is that you don’t judge people, and you accept all 
kinds of people and make everyone feel like they belong and are loved even like 
with all their differences. 
Sonya highlighted the way in which society today tends to be more respectful of 
differences. She noted that these ideas are “more pushed these days, to be accepting of 
like different types of people and like the unjudgemental type thing”. John and Sonya 
both emphasised respect for difference while remaining stable within their own beliefs. 
Remaining unaltered by encounters with the Other was something that Sam was able to 
articulate. Through attending a multicultural school, Sam indicated that he had developed 
a greater awareness of cultural differences than those who attended a mono-cultural 
school:“I think I’m more aware of all their cultural differences”; however, he didn’t 
believe that this experience had altered his beliefs in any way. Similarly, for Sam, global 
citizenship was very much “just an awareness issue” that encompassed his definition, his 
experiences, and his beliefs about teacher education. 
The final narrative I will use here to explore the theme of harmony (and a desire for 
sameness) reveals that beneath the surface of one being accepting of the Other, is a desire 
for ‘them’ to become like ‘us’. Nigel was born abroad and has lived abroad in a number 
of different countries. He considers himself to be globally aware and indicated that he has 
learned to relate to the Other through a range of personal experiences. He attributes these 
multicultural experiences to a disposition that “is not so quick to judge”. However, like 
many other participants, Nigel appeared to struggle with the tension between sameness 
and difference. “All these people are all so different”, he reflected on global travel, “but 
at the same time, we’re all so similar”. While considering himself to be accepting of the 
Other, I challenged him to question whether or not there are still resistances within 
himself to differences. Nigel gave an example: 
every time I’ve gone to another country I’ve tried my best to interact with those 
cultures, not to bring my Western culture into theirs, force it upon them. One thing I 
hate is when other cultures come to New Zealand and for example and then try and 
force their culture, and keep what they’ve got from their home here, this isn’t 
embracing New Zealand culture.  
Significantly, Nigel sees himself as leaving his culture behind as he travels, or as he 
says, he doesn’t bring his “Western culture” to a place or an encounter. He has very 
strong views on the idea that people ought to not bring their culture into Aotearoa/New 
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Zealand which suggests strongly a belief in assimilation. For one who has travelled a 
great deal and who saw himself as non-judgmental and accepting of difference, this 
prejudice was a surprising admission and apartment contradiction.  
A desire for harmony and a search for sameness seemed to be a way of minimizing 
conflict for many participants. Often fear of differences was both explicitly and implicitly 
discussed. Culture was usually perceived as something static and homogenous based on 
nationalist constructions; rather than something dynamic and heterogeneous based on 
multiple affiliations. Participants appeared to be particularly keen to demonstrate how 
open and accepting of difference they were, and yet as Nigel’s story above seems to 
indicate, this demonstration also revealed an unresolved (irresolvable) tension for many 
of the participants that is evidence of a rooted ethnocentrism.  
6.3.3 Ethnocentrism.  
Part of the desire for harmony links to the reduction of the risk/threat of difference, 
conflict, and complexity. Many participants sought after a ‘right’ way of being. Thus 
responses grouped within this theme of ethnocentrism include the desire for—and a belief 
in—universalism as something necessary for human progress, and the framing of 
difference within an ethnocentric (often hegemonic) world view. Universalism is defined 
here as a belief in universal ideals/ideas; that is, regardless of context, there is a right way 
of knowing and a right way of being and acting. This was particularly important for a 
number of participants who were concerned that there ought to be a ‘right’ way of 
teaching GCE, and that a ‘right’ response was both necessary and important. Their views 
were consistent with liberal humanism perspectives, and this included a desire for 
certainty, resistance to complexity, and an anxiety to provide a rational response that 
would calm the rough waters of difference and diversity. Some participants were also 
eager to provide the right response during the interview, and asked me directly on 
numerous occasions if what they said was “right”.  
Simon’s experiences of travel, that included a number of fearful intercultural 
encounters, led him to the conclusion that teachers needed to be prepared to give a ‘right 
response’. He concluded by saying that this is a “struggle”, not really knowing “what 
your views should be”.  
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SIMON:  It’s funny, because I struggle with what is the teacher’s view of the world, 
what are you meant to say to people, and kids, and what are you meant to give 
off… I just don’t know, I’ve got no idea…you could have anybody saying one 
thing, one opposing view to another, depending as a pupil, depending who you 
went to see as a teacher, depending on your experiences. So I struggle with that, I 
don’t really know what your views should be on religion or anything. 
Simon appeared to be wary of conflict in the examples he gave. Striving for 
harmony through established universal beliefs, including “right” responses appeared to be 
desirable for him. For Joshua, this idea of a right way of being included role modelling by 
teachers, who ought to incorporate a personal environmentally sustainable lifestyle, if 
they were going to teach this content. Like Simon and Joshua, Harry also believed that 
the teaching of right and wrong ought to be emphasised in teacher education including 
global citizenship: 
HARRY:  Because we want the kids to get an understanding of what’s the right 
decisions and the wrong decisions and everything. 
J:  So you see issues of global citizenship as being issues of right and wrong? 
HARRY:  Yep 
J: Why do you say that? 
HARRY:  I don’t know how to say it. 
J:  So you’re perhaps thinking of global citizenship as being relating to ethical 
issues, maybe?  Like a sense of right or wrong?  So going back to teachers, what do 
you think they need to learn about global citizenship? 
HARRY:  Umm, like our environment and all that.  Or learn all the right things and 
then teach it to the kids. 
In this excerpt, Harry revealed a desire for universal “right” truths to be both 
learned by students and taught by teachers. Similarly John was guided by universalism. 
Indeed, John had a strong Christian conviction about how he ought to live his life and this 
included “strong beliefs” about what is right and wrong. Wrestling with the tensions 
between sameness and differences, John, like a number of other participants explained: “I 
believe what I believe is correct just as much as any Christian does…but who is anyone 
to judge; you do it your way, I’ll do it my way, let’s just have fun doing it”.  This 
statement appears to reflect a tension that is inherent in both universalism and absolute 
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relativism, where one firmly believes there is a right way of being but this is complicated 
when others also believe in a right way but it is a different right way. So it can become a 
case of ‘you do your thing and I’ll do mine, but let’s keep it fun’. John expanded on this 
viewpoint further: 
I believe that everyone should be that city on the hill in their own respect and their 
own style and you know, if that city on the hill is different to my city on the hill, 
cool as long as you’re going for it and doing it in your way and you’re not hurting 
other people I’m not going to stop you. 
Like John, Tom also seemed to wrestle with this unresolved tension between 
believing what is right and accepting differences. Tom spoke of the way in which his 
Christian beliefs were the main influence upon his understandings of global citizenship. 
Use of the term “kind of” in the following excerpt and also Tom’s desire to “bring them 
to [a right way of thinking]” reveals this tension.  
TOM: …I know what I believe and I’m open to listening and hearing about what 
other people believe and stuff and their different cultures and backgrounds and 
what they believe, and yeah, I’m not saying theirs is wrong or anything like that 
because I’m not that kind of person, but I don’t believe that, I’m as open to, about 
hearing different sides of, different people’s backgrounds and what they believe and 
stuff, and I’m ok with that, I think, yeah, kind of… 
J:  So do you think that… kind of… you mean like what?   Can you expand on that? 
TOM:  I don’t really know why I said kind of. 
J:  Like you’re saying yeah, up to a point… 
TOM:  Oh yeah, I’m fully like, open, yeah, I like listening and hearing people’s 
beliefs and stuff, like most of my friends are non-Christians and I’m ok with that, I 
like hearing what they believe in, so we talk about it quite often, and they are fine 
with me and my beliefs.  I think everyone has their own individual beliefs and stuff 
like that and even though I would like to bring them to…yeah, if they’re fine with 
their beliefs then that’s fine I don’t want to push them or anything like that.  I think 
that’s where a lot of Christians have got it wrong in the world, being a bit forceful 
and stuff, yeah… kind of invading people’s personal space and yeah, like they’re 
too fixated on the goal of converting people and they forget that other people also 
have their right to believe what they want to and stuff like that. 
In this excerpt the limitations of universalism reveal an inability to engage with 
difference, and so Tom falls back to a form of liberal individualism (respecting others). 
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He is wary of hegemonic ethnocentric thought. I use the term hegemonic ethnocentrism 
here to describe a view of superiority or dominance over the Others’ beliefs, both 
epistemologically and morally. Participants tended to base this view upon assumptions of 
cultural difference as the following excerpts suggest.  
LUCY:  Um, well due to our culture, we’re quite [we]  care about each other and 
stuff, whereas I don’t know if this is true, but like in Japan they’re like quite for 
themselves, like you know, because there’s this bigger population they have to be 
more kind of greedy, like…. 
J:  That would be your perception… 
LUCY:  But that’s probably just due to the way I’ve been brought up, I don’t know. 
J: What do you think influences the development of someone as a global citizen?   
JESSIE:  I’d say that probably comes down to their culture, like um to an African 
citizen, probably doesn’t think about what’s [going on]. They don’t really get the 
same view of what we do so they don’t really see the whole big picture, whereas 
because we are in such a media society, we can see what’s going on everywhere.   
We can get more of an idea of an idea of what’s going on with life, rather than just 
where we are.   
Here Lucy makes moral assumptions about the Japanese, based on what she has 
been taught growing up, and Jessie believes that people in Africa don’t have access to 
media, nor do they get the “big picture” in the way that we do here. Lucy and Jessie 
make rationalistic assumptions and stereotype nationalities in these excerpts. Both 
scenarios reflect a form of ethnocentric hegemony as participants position themselves and 
their own cultures as superior to others. Furthermore, Jessie seemed to be motivated to 
learn about other cultures in order that she might be able to educate immigrants towards 
an Aotearoa/New Zealand way of being.  
JESSIE:  Well, there is an element that they will need to get used to our culture as 
well, but we kind of need to have an understanding of their culture if we want to 
educate them in ours.  It’s sort of… you can’t do one without the other. 
The idea presented here of “understanding...their culture [so that we could] 
educate them in ours”, seemed to confirm a form of hegemonic ethnocentrism. Perhaps it 
was this attitude of hegemonic ethnocentrism that created a resistance to global 
citizenship being taught at universities. It was interesting to note that more than half of all 
participants did not think that global citizenship should be taught to all students at 
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university. While some students thought that global citizenship was relevant to some 
subjects only, others argued that making global citizenship a compulsory part of the 
curriculum would create resistance to ideas.  . It may also be attributed to a limited 
understanding of global citizenship; which is arguable a form of ethnocentrism in itself.  
DAVID:  What I think of that, if you’re teaching them, if they’re closed minded 
towards that, it won’t really change their mind and they will probably just become 
negative…or something like that…Yeah, I think it’s just going to, not necessarily a 
resistance, a greater resistance but kind of just shutting off… 
SARAH:  I think they could [include global citizenship at universities], yep, but I 
think if you pushed it too hard it might push students away. Because if you think of 
someone that’s trying to bring a new idea and they come in and try and get you to 
get into it… I guess if you gave someone lots of information about it and offered it 
rather than pushed it, it would work. 
Both David and Sarah expressed concerns that if global citizenship was taught at 
university, it could create a “greater resistance” to understandings of difference and 
diversity. If GCE was taught, they both cautioned against use of a forceful pedagogical 
approach.  
In this theme of ethnocentrism many participants appeared eager to seek after a 
‘right’ way of being and this seemed to lead, in some instances to a desire for and a belief 
in universalism as something necessary for human progress, as well as the framing of 
difference within an ethnocentric (often hegemonic) world view. For a number of 
participants finding a right way of being was important including a right way of teaching 
about diversity and global citizenship.  
6.3.4 Paternalism and salvationism. 
Eight of the sixteen participants discussed the provision of charitable assistance to 
those in need as an important concept within global citizenship. This seemingly 
benevolent perspective was repeated often throughout the interviews and appeared to 
reflect a combination of both paternalistic and salvationist approaches to those ‘in need’ 
of help. John’s perspective was characteristically paternalistic. The following excerpts 
seem to indicate the ways in which he sought out opportunities to ‘help’ those in need, 
believing that they would be grateful for his assistance.  
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JOHN:  [I can] have an idea of what it’s like to live in China without being there, 
because I can see it on the internet, I can see it on the TV and although I don’t 
know anyone in China I can still have an impact on them, whether it’s them 
watching, I don’t know, a clip I put on YouTube or myself raising money for 
them... The impact doesn’t have to be observed to be noted I guess. 
JOHN:  For me I guess I don’t see ourselves as being separate to them, we’re all 
human beings, we all have two eyes, we all have, you know… why look at the 
differences between us when in the long run we’re all the same, we’re all living 
here.  Why not be friends with them, why not help them out when we can? 
John appeared to be excited about the opportunities that technology brought to 
global connectivity as a way to ‘know’ others. Furthermore, he saw potential in the way 
that technology could be used to ‘reach out’ to those in need.  
Lucy typified the salvationist response. She attributed her understandings of those 
living abroad to media and schooling, and these understandings centred upon ‘deficit’ 
issues of greed, aids, poverty and ‘challenges’ in the Middle East. While Lucy heard 
responses from other students in her class when stories were told of Aids in Africa, as 
“oh it’s just like their normal life”, she believed that “you should obviously care and it 
should affect you”. She felt mostly that people living abroad needed us to care about 
them, because their lives were more difficult than those of New Zealanders. For Sarah, 
her salvationist perspective was partially shaped by a visit to an orphanage within a 
materially poor community abroad. Based on this experience Sarah is making plans to 
return to teach at the orphanage school upon graduation. Tania inferred that her sense of 
obligation to care for those in need was a burden to her, and how she felt guilty when she 
wasn’t taking action to help. 
TANIA: …people now are in so much need we can’t just keep being greedy and 
think about ourselves because there’s such a need for other people needing that help 
and attention rather than just ourselves all the time. 
J:  So do you think those ideas shape your actions in any way? 
TANIA:  Yep, all the time, I think about it as much as I can, and do it as much as I 
can, sometimes I get lazy but then I have something happen…and think you can’t 
be like that anymore, and then change, and then kind of go back to your normal 
life… you try as much as you can to help others, [but] doing things continuously is 
a bit of a challenge, but people should try. 
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Tania appeared to be conflicted by her desire to enjoy her lifestyle, and a desire to 
help others in need. She inferred guilt when observing that sometimes she got “lazy”. 
David was also motivated by a sense of guilt and the salvationist feelings of obligation. 
When reflecting upon the impact that World Vision campaigns (both child sponsorship 
and for the 40 hour famine) in schools had, he observed: 
DAVID:  I kind of feel responsible for the poverty stuff that happens… 
J:  Like responsible as in a sense of guilt or just a responsibility to act or… 
DAVID:  Yeah, it’s kind of a responsibility to act, just to try and fulfill it where I 
can, and try and help. 
More than half of all participants indicated a desire to help the (mostly majority 
world) Other through acts of benevolence. For many participants this appeared to be 
motivated by an ethnocentric view as they indicated that they were in a position of 
privilege and excess, and therefore had an obligation to help the Other.  
6.3.5 Social and environmental justice.  
Responses relating to social and environmental justice reflected a desire within a 
number of participants to take action to bring about social and/or environmental justice. 
Many responses were largely apolitical and accepting of rational, normative cultural 
practices, consistent with a critical humanistic perspective. As the excerpts indicate, the 
level of discussion and critique evident in many of the participant responses seemed to 
lack complexity. However, for some participants there was an awareness of their own 
complicity, particularly toward the environment, as well as a desire to both think 
critically and take action on a range of issues. Regarding action and agency, participants’ 
responses varied greatly. Some did see that their own action could make a difference, 
while others believed action was necessary at a political level and doubted their own 
efficacy. I begin here by exploring notions of environmental concern and action, and then 
consider participants perspectives on critical thinking and action applied to issues of 
social justice.  
More than half of the participants discussed environmental concerns as an issue 
relating to global citizenship. Billy expressed concern about the effects of peoples’ 
actions on the environment, and complicity in global pollution.  
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BILLY:  Yep, I guess it would come down to pollution and stuff as well, that the 
first world countries are polluting a large percentage more than third world 
countries and they refuse to sign the contract that they, oh we’re going to limit it, 
what we do, and yeah… 
J:  So there’s this idea of, and a real awareness do you think today, particularly 
around climate change and talk of global warming or climate change more, um, of 
how connected we all are, eh, and how the actions that we might be taking… 
BILLY:  Our actions are affecting other countries. 
 Mindful of the ways in which minority world actions are impacting the 
environment, more than half of all participants indicated that GCE ought to include 
notions of sustainable action toward caring for the environment. Most of the suggestions 
related to personal action that could be taken to practice a more sustainable lifestyle, 
while a smaller number spoke of the need for political action.  Lucy and Tania’s response 
below reflect the need for people to take personal action. The second excerpt from Tania 
reflects a desire to learn more and to act differently.  
J: So you talk about the environment, can you talk about that a little bit more? 
LUCY:  Yeah like preserving it for the future and stuff…Yeah, well I don’t think 
that we should have plastic bags and stuff like that. I think everything should be 
more ecofriendly.   
TANIA: Maybe not being greedy and just throwing away rubbish all the time, 
because that’s just going to build up and build up, so maybe not wasting water like 
when you brush your teeth, or just having it running, taking long showers, or 
flushing the toilet, like all those sort of things, if you do them all the time, pretty 
common that everyone else is probably doing it all the time too, so by having each 
person doing that all the time, they’re kind of saving the world’s resources in a way, 
taking ownership for what you do.  Like, just thinking, oh someone else is doing 
it….. 
J:  So the idea of global citizenship is for you, it’s as much about environmentally 
sustainable practice and environmental responsibility, as it is responsibility towards 
others, so others and the environment. 
TANIA:  Yeah…I think [dad] is just making me more aware that in my school, and 
I didn’t really know about how to grow a potato or a tomato or anything like that, 
and it would be so good to know now, to then go and do that, because then I 
wouldn’t need to go to the shops all the time and then you need petrol to get there, 
and you’re kind of just consuming stuff when you could actually make it your own 
126 
 
from the beginning.. and then, I don’t know, you probably learn more about the 
land and more about how your actions, you can do stuff without needing to go and 
buy stuff all the time and then that makes rubbish and all that sort of thing. 
Both Lucy and Tania were cognisant of the need to take action to affect change and 
they both expressed a belief in individual agency as important for environmental justice.  
Regarding issues of social justice, four participants described how critical thinking 
at school in History, Social Studies, and Religious Studies, resulted in thinking differently 
about religious and cultural differences. The following excerpts reflect Nigel and Tania’s 
thoughts on this issue:   
J:  Like, with the content you covered in classes, that would’ve helped shape your 
ideas about global citizenship, or were there activities that happened outside of the 
class? 
NIGEL:  I love History and all that sort of stuff so for me definitely studying those 
things can bring a lot more of a realisation of how other people live...and studying 
all those things gives you a much bigger understanding of how a lot of people do 
live.  So that kind of gave me a bit more of a sensitivity to these other people, I 
want to understand it a lot more, and I’m not so quick to judge, like just I remember 
that when I was at school the big thing was the war on Terrorism, and you kind of 
have to look at two sides of the story, whereas when we were young, this is bad, 
this is good, this is bad, and it gives you a lot… to think more critically about 
things, and I have to say that all those History based classes, English based classes 
give you a lot more understanding of who you are as a global citizen maybe?  Does 
that make sense? 
J:  Yeah it does, and coming back to that idea of moving away from this is good, 
this is bad, and the simplicity of that, I think you were talking about maybe the 
complexities of both sides and… 
NIGEL:  Yep, yep definitely, like you say more than one side of the story, you just 
kind of, if you’re going to look at a problem, you need to look at both sides of the 
problem, not just go with it. 
TANIA:  People, when they are judging other religions, and wars and all that sort of 
thing they kind of just don’t really understand the whole concept of it, they are very 
quick to judge and then…do actions that might not be that wise, and if people, in 
history and stuff how they’d just persecute people for their religion they should 
realise that what they believe isn’t necessarily what other people will believe as 
well because they’ve all got different cultures and stuff and so by being aware that 
other cultures have different ways of life, just because it’s not yours, you don’t need 
to like cause anything against them. 
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J:  So where did your ideas about this come from? 
TANIA:  I went to a Catholic school and we had to do for Year 12 a ‘Religions of 
the World’ topic. 
J:  Oh right. 
TANIA:  And so we learnt about all the religions and went around different 
churches and kind of looked around and saw how they were, whereas we’d have 
been told not to…. um be like oh that’s weird because that’s not our place to judge 
it, but that’s how they are.  We went to a Buddhist place and I thought it was really 
weird how they were meant to not eat anything, but they’d eat a tiny, tiny meal at 
the start of the day, and then I don’t think they could eat anything until the start of 
the day again, because their idea was that they were going too fast and then, when 
they’d find it hard to go on being hungry and stuff they’d put their energy into 
something else they think, and I was just like wow, that is such a crazy thing, but, 
be so good to go back to my life after having to do that, not having to eat and stuff, 
and then I just felt like that was weird, but then I didn’t want to do anything against 
them, like say that they’re weird and stuff… but… 
 
Nigel commented that through understanding historical origins of war, he was “not 
so quick to judge”. Tania also commented that a lack of understanding leads to people 
being “quick to judge”. While visiting a range of religious sites during a Religious 
Studies class in school, Tania’s beliefs shifted from the idea that different people are 
“weird” to a belief that she will not “cause anything against” those whom are different. 
For Nigel and Tania, critical thinking led to an acceptance of difference and being able to 
peacefully exist alongside. 
Thinking critically about difference, partly developed for Sonya during a short term 
visit to Vanuatu. Unlike other participants whose travels seemed to lead them to think 
ethnocentrically, or paternalistically, Sonya engaged more critically with the encounter 
she had. For example, she observed that “Westerners” saw people living in Vanuatu as 
living in poverty; yet she saw otherwise. Her recollections were of meeting people who 
had “this real enjoyment of life…ours is involved around money but it’s just so cool over 
there, like it just wasn’t [focused that way]”. She was aware that many desired to become 
more “Westernised” but she was wary of this desire. “But I expect, like sometimes, 
they’re just desperate to change their culture when their culture is so good, like if they 
came over here, and saw…[how people live] there’s a lot of like, people who are very 
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screwed up because of the way [we are]”. Consistent with a critical humanistic 
perspective, Sonya, like other participants presented in this theme, demonstrated the 
ability to think critically about matters of social and environment justice. All participants 
drawing upon critical humanistic perspectives were somewhat aware of their own 
limitations, and their own complicity in environmental or social injustices they had 
encountered.  
6.4 Summary of Interview Results 
Themes that emerged from the data included:  uncertainty about global citizenship, 
harmony and a desire for sameness, ethnocentrism, paternalism and salvationism, and 
social and environmental justice. Many participants were uncertain about the term, 
concept and nature of global citizenship, and they sought clarification from me as the 
interviewer during the interviews.  The themes of harmony, ethnocentrism, and 
paternalism and salvationism reflected a liberal humanistic perspective. Participants often 
sought a desire for sameness, demonstrated a belief in universal truths, knowledge and 
rightness, and a desire to help the Other. In so doing many participants seemed to position 
themselves as privileged and entitled to privilege. It could be argued that this seemed to 
demonstrate at times, a lack of awareness within participants of the social, cultural, and 
historical 'making' of privilege. Participants who showed a concern for social and 
environmental justice, also demonstrated some degree of critical thought and self 
reflexivity, an awareness of their own complicity, and a desire to take social action for 
change. As part of the mixed methods study, the interviews provided a unique and 
important opportunity to investigate the varied theoretical perspectives evident in first 
year PETE students’ understandings of global citizenship. Furthermore, I was interested 
in developing a more in depth understanding of the way in which these perspectives were 
shaped by previous experiences of engagement with the Other. In the following chapter, I 
provide a detailed analysis of the findings presented in this chapter, and integrate data 






7 Discussion Chapter 
Castro (2010) undertook a comprehensive literature review examining pre-service 
teachers’ views of cultural diversity. One important recommendation from his study was 
the need for future research which examines pre-service teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and 
prior experiences about cultural diversity upon entry into initial teacher education. 
Through the mixed methods research process, I sought to address this recommendation, 
in order to inform the development of a meaningful and culturally responsive PETE 
curriculum. In this chapter I discuss the mixed methods findings and then consider these 
in light of the self-study findings. Following this I consider the next steps for future 
research and for the development of curriculum and pedagogical practice within the 
PETE context in which I work. Implications for wider pre-service teacher education 
programmes are also discussed.  
As indicated in the methodology chapter, I adapted Onweugbuzie & Teddlies’ 
(2003) process of mixed methods data analysis in order to interpret data from both survey 
and interview data sources, as well as the self-study findings. In the following section I 
utilise Onweugbuzie & Teddlies’ (2003) stage 3 – data transformation, by presenting the 
quantitative (survey) results in narrative form in order that I may compare and synthesis 
these results (stages 4 – 6); firstly with the interview findings, and secondly with the self-
study findings. Through identifying common themes, contradictions, and synergies, I then 
move to the final (7th) stage of analysis: data integration. In this final stage I integrate and 
interpret the mixed method and self-study findings to create a more coherent whole. This 
process enables me to move forward in considering next steps for PETE pedagogical 
practice, curriculum direction, and future research possibilities.  
7.1 Findings and Discussion 
 The demographic information from the survey provides useful descriptive 
information regarding the nature of PETE students' profiles and experiences. Survey 
results indicate that the majority of PETE students were Caucasian European, under the 
age of 20 years, and public state school educated, with either limited or no experiences 
abroad. Furthermore, almost all participants reported that their community and schooling 
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experiences were with mostly people from their own cultural background. Therefore, 
these findings indicate that this is a relatively homogenous group.  
While most independent variables (age, ethnicity and citizenship) did not show any 
statistically significant relationship with the GCI, a statistically significant relationship (p 
= 0.005) was found for public state schooling and the GCI. That is to say, that 
participants who attended a public state school were more likely to be in agreement with 
the GCI. In Aotearoa/New Zealand public state funded schools tend to have a higher 
culturally diverse population than privately funded schools, and this could be one reason 
for a statistically significant relationship between higher scores on the GCI.  However, 
one may then expect there to be a statistically significant relationship found between the 
GCI and culturally diverse experiences, yet this was not the case. In fact there was no 
statistically significant relationship found between the GCI and culturally diverse 
experiences (p = .24), experiences of discrimination (p = .788) and personal dispositions 
(p = .316). While Meyer et al.  (2011) found experiences of discrimination and personal 
dispositions such as communication skills, leadership abilities, and volunteer work, to be 
determinants of agreement with global citizenship, this was not a finding of this study. 
Across the entire sample population actual experiences of discrimination and culturally 
diverse encounters were relatively rare, with most participants reporting day to day 
encounters with people mostly from their own culture.  
In light of these findings, it is probably not surprising that the majority of interview 
participants were uncertain about the term ‘global citizenship’, and this uncertainty could 
often be traced to limited experiences of travel abroad, limited multicultural experiences 
within Aotearoa/New Zealand, and either limited or no exposure to GCE within schools. 
While global citizenship has—since the release of the NZC—become mandated as an 
important and emerging ‘way of being’ for all New Zealanders, this study indicates that 
very few participants demonstrate an understanding of what it means to live as global 
citizens, or to “be connected as international citizens” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 
10).  
It is clear from the findings of the survey that most PETE students have very 
limited experiences within culturally diverse settings, and with people from cultural 
backgrounds different to their own. Where culturally diverse encounters did occur, the 
interviews provided very insightful information regarding the way in which these 
encounters were understood.  As the interview findings indicate, most participants sought 
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to simplify—even nullify—difference, by focusing on notions of harmony through 
emphasising sameness in describing these encounters. This seemed to be for many a way 
of coping with, and “dealing” with difference.  In light of the findings of this study, I 
have questioned the extent to which culturally diverse encounters have served to create 
opportunities to challenge stereotypes, and I wonder if they have only served to further 
foster ethnocentric views. The interviews provided some further insight in to this query. 
Where culturally diverse encounters did occur, participants tended to respond to these 
encounters either by focusing on sameness (and thus minimising difference), or through a 
projection of ethnocentric lenses, further entrenching participants’ predetermined and 
fixed views of development and progress.  
Castro (2010) found that pre-service teachers lacked complexity in their 
understandings of cultural difference and contextual politics of knowledge and ideas of 
privilege, and this is also one of the findings of this study. Participant responses toward 
understandings of difference were most often simplistic and motivated by a desire to 
reduce difference to notions of sameness. Castro (2010) attributes such a lack of 
complexity to the “uncritical adoption of cultural assumptions that limit one’s critical 
consciousness of structural and institutional inequity and White privilege” (p. 207). In the 
studies that Castro (2010) examined, he found that cultural assumptions stemmed from 
universalist and meritocratic beliefs contributing to a myth of equality. While this study 
does not explore myths of equality, the interview analysis does provide an indication of 
the universalist views of participants’ understandings of cultural difference, including 
ethnocentric notions of development and progress.  
Ethnocentrism is defined by Cooper (n.d.) as: 
a term applied to the cultural or ethnic bias—whether conscious or unconscious—in 
which an individual views the world from the perspective of his or her own group, 
establishing the in-group as archetypal and rating all other groups with reference to 
this ideal. This form of tunnel vision often results in: (1) an inability to adequately 
understand cultures that are different from one’s own and (2) value judgments that 
preference the in-group and assert its inherent superiority (para 1). 
Essentially ethnocentrism is “the projection of one’s own view as universal” 
(Andreotti, 2012, p. 2). This projection situates other ways of knowing either as 
‘knowledge not worth knowing’, or as that which is inaccurate or inferior. From this 
viewpoint it is difficult to understand that there are other ways of knowing and being in 
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the world that are truly worth knowing. On this latter point, there was just one 
interviewee (Sonya) in the mixed methods study who reflected deeply about Other ways 
of knowing and being after her time in Vanuatu. As explained in the results chapter, 
Sonya was skeptical of some “Westerners” cultural practices particularly “around money” 
which in her view, led to people becoming “very screwed up”. She saw people in 
Vanuatu living different material lives and having “real enjoyment of life”. Through her 
narrative Sonya demonstrated a unique ability to truly consider Other ways of knowing 
and being—not just as awareness or acceptance—but through expressing a desire to learn 
from the Other27 in a way that could speak to the deficit she saw within her own culture.   
 For all other interview participants, an ethnocentric (universal) approach was 
expressed through an overwhelming desire to minimise difference by focusing on 
sameness. This theme was prevalent throughout the interviews and reflected a liberal 
humanist viewpoint. Statements like “we’re all so similar” and “we are all the same” 
were frequently expressed. Cultural encounters with the Other resulted in a range of 
emotions including fear, indifference, frustration, and guilt. For participants who had 
experienced fearful encounters with the Other, there seemed to be a desire to either “deal 
with” difference, or to avoid difference through minimisation or to manage it as a 
problem through interpersonal dispositions: and this led to a focus on sameness.  For 
others, like Sam, feelings of indifference rooted in individual as opposed to systemic 
understandings of diversity were indicative in his belief that understanding the Other was 
“just an awareness issue”. With the exception of Sonya’s deep level of reflection, it 
appeared that all other participants remained unaltered by cultural encounters with the 
Other. In some cases (like with Jerry, Sam, and Nigel) culturally diverse experiences 
seemed to serve to further consolidate ethnocentric views, as well as the maintenance of a 
stable, unified sense of self.  
The consolidation of ethnocentric views is further illustrated through the way in 
which participants interpreted either their own experiences abroad, or their 
understandings of people’s lives abroad. Both experiences and understandings invoked 
within some participants feelings of guilt and a desire to act in paternalistic and/or 
salvationist ways. Andreotti (2012) defines paternalism as “seeking affirmation of 
authority/superiority through the provision of help and the infantilization of recipients” 
                                                 
27 In article IV, drawing on the work of Biesta (2012), I explore the implications of learning from the Other, 
and being taught by the Other. I will revisit this distinction in section 7.1.1.2.  
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and salvationism as “framing help as the burden of the fittest” (p. 2). Consistent with an 
ethnocentric worldview, some participants expressed genuine desires to ‘make a 
difference’ and planned to do so through acts of paternalism and salvationism. For 
example, John believed that he could positively impact people living abroad who were, in 
his view, in need of his assistance. A number of other participants expressed feelings of 
guilt about their own perceived positions of privilege which invoked a sense of obligation 
to act benevolently to help the Other; seen as in need of assistance. While benevolence is 
not an inherently unethical act, it is highly problematic when motivated by ethnocentric 
views which project a right way of being, of development, and of progress which does 
not account for Other ways of knowing and being (Heron, 2007; Jefferess, 2008; 
Zemach-Bersin, 2007).  
The final theme from the interview analysis—social and environmental justice —
largely reflected critical humanism perspectives. Five participants (around 25%) 
demonstrated the ability to think critically and act justly to redress environmental and 
social justice concerns. Interestingly, more than half of all participants expressed 
concerns for current environmental issues, and articulated a connection between 
environmental justice and global citizenship. Many of the participants seemed to be 
aware of their own complicity in environmental damage, and while some had a sense of 
agency in their own ability to bring about change, others appeared less certain that 
individual action could bring about change. Consistent with a form of institutional 
humanism, these participants deferred action to a political and institutional level. Others 
described environmentally sustainable practices that individuals could incorporate into 
their daily lives that they believed would lead to overall change. It is not clear why 
participants seemed able to see their complicity in environmental damage, but not in 
colonial hegemony. It would be interesting to investigate this idea in future research. It 
could be that environmental complicity may be considered a more comfortable concept 
than complicity in social injustices. Exercising individual agency to redress 
environmental damage may require less emotional instability, than negotiating the 
complexities of nonviolent, ethical relationality with the Other.  
Regarding critical thought, four participants (25%) attributed learning experiences 
at school to partial shifts in their thinking about cultural differences. For example, both 
Tania and Nigel explained the way in which raised awareness of the Other’s journey, 
including historically and politically situated contexts, meant that they “weren’t so quick 
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to judge”. All four of the participants attributed learning experiences in schools to a 
greater acceptance of difference, and to being able to exist more peaceably alongside 
those who are culturally different. This notion of existing ‘peaceably alongside’ may be 
understood through an expansion of the ideas of Lingis (1994), Bauman (1995) and 
Biesta (2006) introduced in article IV; and this idea is also explored in section 4.3. 
Developing these ideas further, Figure 2 provides an illustration of the way in which 
engagement with the Other may be understood, and the way in which this is likely to vary 
according to different perspectives.  
 
 
   
Figure 2: Varying Perceptions of Relationality with the Other 
 
It may be argued that technicism framed within neoliberal discourses, is likely to 
either exclude the Other, or use the cultural difference of the Other for personal or 
economic gain. Similar to the idea of performativity of knowledge (for economic 
productivity), ‘performativity of the Other’, views the Other (and cultural difference) as 
valued for its’ performativity and utility in the marketplace. Where the Other does not 
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have value, and does not “fit within the cognitive, moral or aesthetic map of the world” 
(Bauman, 1995, p. 1), they are as Bauman suggests ‘spat out’; and excluded from 
normative participation in society.  During the interview process, I did not find any 
evidence of a technicist desire to exclude, to alienate, or to ‘use’ the Other for personal or 
economic gain. However, this position is important to signal here, as it is evidenced in 
educational policy direction as outlined in chapter 2. For example, in a report for the 
Ministry of Education in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Bolstad (2012) explains that diversity 
and engagement with cultural difference are important skills for advancing knowledge 
societies. This is because “the changing global environment requires people to engage – 
and to be able to work – with people from cultural, religious and/or linguistic 
backgrounds or world views that are very different from their own” (p. 3). This desire to 
‘work with the Other’ is situated within neoliberal discourses which promote the 
advancement of the economy in part through the ability to 'use' difference. Perhaps the 
reading I present here is too cynical, but there is present an unavoidable undertone of 
‘utility of Otherness’ for economic advancement.  
The liberal humanism view that seeks to assimilate the Other was suggested 
through participant narratives and requires some explanation here. For Bauman (1995), 
drawing on the work Levi-Strauss to assimilate is the capacity to ‘devour’: to make like 
us. In this study, it seemed that participants sought to ‘make like us’, not so much by 
expressing a desire to change the Other, but by a persistent focus on sameness; or what 
Popkewitz and Fendler (1999) describe as norms of sameness. For the majority of 
interview participants, the reduction of difference through a focus on the idea that “we 
are all the same” seemed to foreclose any possibility for engagement with the alterity (the 
very difference) of the Other. Thus, the liberal humanist response to the Other is to focus 
on inclusive practices which will enable participation into normative society, and this is 
done through the minimising/erasing of the alterity of the Other.   
Optimistically, Bauman (1995) and Biesta (2006) signal the way in which 
postmodern communities are arguably more open to engagement with the Other. I argue 
this is the case within a critical humanism perspective, as the Other is welcome to exist 
peaceably alongside normative ways of being, so long as the rational, normative subject 
remains unaltered by encounters with alterity. That is to say, within a critical humanism 
perspective, there is still the idea of a rational, stable and unified sense of self, and this 
stabilisation does not really enable an alteration through relationality with the Other.  A 
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key goal within the critical humanism project is to change injustices in the world for/with 
the Other, where change has been predetermined and scripted by the rational normative 
subject. A small number of participants were eager to undertake global and local acts of 
justice, toward a more fair and equitable world, but his/her sense of self did not appear to 
be altered by this viewpoint, even for those participants who had majority world 
experiences. Rather participant narratives often expressed paternalism and salvationism in 
their desire to ‘help’.  
As explained earlier, Sonya was the one exception in this case, as the majority 
world experience she had in Vanuatu led to the possibility of learning from the Other. 
Exercising self-reflexivity28 (Andreotti, forthcoming), Sonya began to consider Other 
ways of knowing and being in the world, and she began to explore the possibility of 
learning from the Other. In Figure 2, I indicate that this shift in perspective from a critical 
humanistic perspective (which includes paternalism and salvationism) toward a 
postcritical perspective may be enabled through a post-transitional perspective. The post-
transitional perspective of learning from the Other involves—through exercising self-
reflexivity—a critique of one’s own frame of reference, and a desire to ‘know’ the Other, 
or to access the Other’s knowledge. This desire is motivated by a type of ‘reverse 
ethnocentrism’ which is focused upon Other knowledge which may lead to toward self-
betterment for the stabilised rational subject (as explained and illustrated in article IV); 
however there may also be, as is the case with Sonya, an openness to thinking Otherwise 
and this could lead to ethical responsibility toward the Other as suggested by the final, 
fourth stage: a postcritical perspective.   
This notion of learning from the Other is distinct from the idea of being taught by 
the Other (Biesta 2012; see also article IV); which is in part, the possibility of being 
altered by a radical encounter with alterity. It is this notion of alteration to a stable sense 
of self toward an ethical responsibility toward the Other that the final, fourth perspective 
encapsulates. Biesta (2012) explains that when one aspires to learn from the Other, she 
already has in mind what the Other can teach her. Whereas to be taught by the Other, is to 
be in a position of openness toward the Other; and what will be taught cannot be 
                                                 
28 Andreotti (forthcoming) provides a useful distinction between the act of self-reflection (reflecting upon 
one’s own individual journey) and that of self-reflexivity which she defines as “tracing individual 
assumptions to collective socially, culturally and historically situated ‘stories’ with specific ontological and 
epistemological assumptions that define what is real, ideal and knowable”. I explore similar ideas including 
alternative criticality and hyper-self-reflexivity in section 7.1.1.  
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predetermined, scripted, or known: It is a mystery and the motivation is non-violent, 
ethical responsibility toward the Other.  A postcritical perspective, among other things, is 
concerned with the exploration of alteration through a radical encounter with alterity, 
framed within an understanding of ethical responsibility toward the Other (Levinas, 
1981). It is this point that I will explore further, particularly as I seek to explore the 
pedagogical possibilities of postcritical perspectives for PETE and teacher education 
generally.  
Prior to this exploration however, I would like to complete the findings and 
discussion section of this chapter by further ‘integrating data’ from the third data source 
of this research: the self-study (Onweugbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). Continuing to be mindful 
of the theoretical framework (see also Figure 2), it is evident that the self-study process 
led to shifts in my own thinking from critical humanistic to post-transitional and 
postcritical possibilities (see article I). My journey as a teacher educator concerned with 
advancing issues of social justice was entrenched within critical pedagogical practice. 
Through the self-study process and through subsequent doctoral work, I have become 
increasingly interested in the postcritical possibility of being altered by – being taught by 
the Other, as a way of honoring ethical responsibilities toward the Other (Biesta, 2012).  
In article I, I provided an overview of three varying socio-cultural 
conceptualisations of PE and PETE within Aotearoa/New Zealand: liberal humanism, 
critical humanism, and postcritical perspectives. The findings of this study suggest that 
PETE students (as well as myself prior to the self-study), operate largely within the 
liberal humanism and occasionally critical humanism perspectives. Given the limitations 
of liberal humanism, outlined firstly in chapter 4 and highlighted again through the self-
study and mixed methods analysis, it is appropriate that a postcritical possibility for 
PETE be explored further.  
7.1.1 Postcritical possibilities.  
 A postcritical possibility does not reject entirely the critical tradition, but rather 
through an interrogation of the critical, a postcritical pedagogical approach attempts to 
resituate the critical justice agenda within shifting and complex postmodern contexts. 
Lather (1992) explains how Ellsworth’s (1989) critique of critical pedagogy “can be read 
as an example of how deconstruction can serve to problematise critical pedagogy in ways 
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that resituate our emancipatory work as opposed to destroy it” (p. 127). Twenty years 
later, I see the need for a similar re-situation of critical pedagogy. Drawing upon 
poststructural and postcolonial traditions, a postcritical pedagogy is suggested here as one 
possibility for future PETE (including S-L) practices.  
 While I am suggesting a postcritical pedagogical possibility for PETE, including 
S-L, I am mindful of the provisionality and situatedness of the suggestions put forward. It 
is not my intention to lock down, prescribe, and ‘script’ a form of postcritical practice 
(Todd, 2009). Even as I write this, I am aware that my work is partial and unfinished, and 
will shift even at the moment that I name it. Like other forms of post-tradition 
approaches, a postcritical pedagogy cannot be scripted. However, provisional entry points 
with partial and provisional conceptual tools can be useful to open different possibilities 
in education (Andreotti et al., 2012). It is with this openness in mind, that I suggest a 
postcritical pedagogical possibility.  
 Toward the end of chapters 3 and 4, I suggested that a postcritical pedagogy may 
be understood in a number of ways, and these ideas are very relevant in light of the 
interview findings of this study.  In this context I consider a postcritical pedagogy to be 
based upon an understanding of knowledge as situated, uncertain, fluid, contextual, and 
complex. As such, a postcritical pedagogy is likely to resist normative and universalised 
understandings of difference and justice that foreclose other possibilities. There are a 
range of postcritical pedagogical strategies that could be used, including but not limited 
to: practicing ‘alternative criticality’ and ‘hyper-self-reflexivity’, exercising humility and 
openness, developing awareness of complicity and implication, valuing the role and place 
of agonism and dissensus, and having regard for ethical responsibility toward the Other. 
These postcritical strategies all offer possibilities for addressing the limitations of critical 
humanism that I have encountered in my PETE practice. Additionally, a postcritical 
practice which incorporates such strategies may provide possibilities for the interruption 
of liberal humanism perspectives so prevalent among PETE students.    
7.1.1.1 Alternative criticality (hyper-self-reflexivity).  
Responding to the arguably dogmatic approach to critical pedagogy that draws 
upon universalism embedded within humanism, a number of scholars suggest the need to 
become self-reflexive when engaging in critical projects (see for example, Burbules & 
Berk, 1999; Freire, 1998; Kapoor, 2004). In a critique of critical pedagogy, Biesta (1998) 
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suggests the need for transgression as a counter-practice in critical pedagogy. Following 
Foucault (1977), he defines transgression as the “practical and experimental ‘illumination 
of limits’” (p. 507). That is to say, there is the need for critical pedagogues to reflect upon 
the limitations of critical pedagogy as a practice. Likewise, Freire (1998) reflected upon 
the necessity of employing reflexivity in his later works. He writes about the importance 
safeguarding himself against dogmatism: 
 . . . to be open to differences and to refuse the entrenched dogmatism that makes 
me incapable of learning anything new. In essence, the correct posture of one who 
does not consider him- or herself to be the sole possessor of the truth or the passive 
object of ideology or gossip is the attitude of permanent openness. Openness to 
approaching and being approached, to questioning and being questioned, to 
agreeing and disagreeing . . . knowing that I am learning to be who I am by relating 
to what is my opposite. (p. 119) 
An attitude of openness and humility, an awareness of the partiality of knowledge, 
and the need to question and doubt our own epistemological and ontological positions, 
are in part concepts that Kapoor (2004) terms ‘hyper-self-reflexivity’, and Burbules and 
Berk (1999) term ‘alternative criticality’. Kapoor, expanding on the work of Spivak, 
emphasises the idea of radical self-reflexivity with the insertion of ‘hyper’ (see also 
Andreotti 2011).  Burbules and Berk (1999) define an alternative criticality as that which 
“ought to be aware of its’ own limitations” (p.5). They further explain that “the tensions 
between radically conflicting views are themselves valuable [and that] difference is a 
condition of criticality, when it is encountered in a context that allows for translations or 
communication across differences” (p.60). Returning to the idea of ‘learning to unlearn’ 
from TOE (www.throughothereyes.org.uk), this form of alternative criticality may serve 
to reverse the gaze—not on to the ‘oppressed’ in order to save them—but on to one’s self, 
partly to prevent further epistemic violence being enacted upon the oppressed, and partly 
to invite an alteration of being toward ethical relationality with the Other (see article IV).  
Alternative criticality is the ability to reflect on one’s own views and assumptions 
as themselves features of a particular cultural and historical formation. As Freire 
expresses in the above quote, alternative criticality is the ability to regard one’s own 
views as perpetually open to challenge. This openness, in part, may serve to disrupt 
universalism. Beyond absolute ideas of justice, Biesta (1998) likewise suggests that 
critical pedagogy “cannot proceed by saying, ‘This is just, do as I’. The only thing it can 
do…is to invite a judgment by asking ‘What do you think about it?’” (p. 510). Biesta 
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(1998) suggests that this approach is non-repressive, non-judgmental, and opens up the 
possibility for one’s own judgment. As critical pedagogues we may invite provocation 
and create ethical disruption and ‘troubling spaces’ (Biesta, 2004) through the exploration 
of ‘difficult knowledges’ (Britzman, 1998), but we are to be wary of locking down truth 
at the risk of foreclosing other possibilities.   
Burbules and Berk (1999) suggest that alternative criticality is the “ability to 
question and doubt even our own suppositions – the one’s without which we literally do 
not know how to think and act” (p.61). Lather (1992) describes this as a form of 
deconstruction and suggests that this may be a useful tool within postcritical work. The 
goal of deconstruction in this context is to disrupt those notions (ideas, values, and 
beliefs) that we hold close – the knowledges that we consider untouchable. 
Deconstruction, Lather (1992) explains is not a tool used to lock down new 
understandings, but rather to hold these as fluid, partial, and incomplete. Through a 
process of identifying aporias (including dilemmas and significant challenges), and 
through becoming destabilized, a radical new thinking may emerge enabling us to think 
(and work) without certainty – to work without guarantees.  
I would like to draw attention to two different pedagogical examples of exercising 
hyer-self-reflexivity or alternative criticality – namely, a pedagogy of implication (Taylor, 
2012), and the concept of agonism (Mouffe, 2005; Todd, 2009; 2010). Taylor’s idea of a 
pedagogy of implication relates to the notion of reversing the gaze discussed above. 
Using poststructural ideas (Britzman, 1998; Ellsworth, 2005; Todd, 2009), Taylor (2012) 
develops “a psychic and discursive pedagogical tool” (p. 177) that addresses a 
postcolonial critique when teaching social justice and GCE in higher education. Taylor 
explores how difficult knowledges may be used to create troubling spaces in order to 
draw pre-service teachers’ attention to their own complicity in global poverty, inequities, 
and injustices. When working with pre-service teachers, Taylor (2012) defines difficult 
knowledges as those which disrupt a unified, stable, and moral sense of self. Teacher 
educators employing a pedagogy of implication use difficult knowledges to make 
demands on pre-service teachers, thus inviting ontological crises.  
In the context in which she works, Taylor (2012) is interested in shifting pre-service 
teachers’ understandings of global issues beyond paternalism and salvationism. The 
pedagogy of implication work seeks to shift (mis)representations of the Other through a 
process of learning from, rather than learning about the Other (Biesta, 2006; Todd, 2003).  
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Faced with a range of difficult knowledges that invoke crisis within the students, Taylor 
(2013), like other ‘postcritical’ teachers, seeks to negotiate a range of resistances 
encountered when working with pre-service teachers including, but not limited to: denial, 
distraction, deflection, discrediting, detachment, defensiveness, domination, and despair. 
The consequences of reversing the gaze back on to oneself becomes clear as Taylor 
(2013) has found many pre-service teachers resist difficult knowledges through, “the D’s 
of Resistance” (p. 62) listed above.  By gazing upon their own understandings of 
challenging global issues, many pre-service teachers have resisted the possibility of being 
altered, or destabilised, through exercising at least on of the D’s of Resistance.   
One may question the right of teachers to create such troubling spaces that invoke 
affective and psychic responses such as rage and despair, or the “dual poles of violence – 
indifference and crushing responsibility” (Taylor, 2011, p. 179). It is no wonder scholars 
join with Levinas (1981) in noting that encountering difference in this way is a 
“dangerous life, a fine risk to be run” (p. 120).  Yet one may also question the right of 
teachers not to engage with difficult knowledges; as to retreat from this space, is to enact 
further violence through a complicity of silence. Nevertheless, as a teacher educator 
engaging with difficult knowledges, I find myself also wanting at times to retreat, as I 
find the work of creating troubling spaces is challenging and difficult. On this point, Todd 
(2009) suggests that there is a need to strengthen teachers to face complexity, plurality, 
and uncertainty (something most wouldn't have been socialized into in formal schooling), 
and to help teachers to make judgments without predetermined scripts.   
Integral to the pedagogical process of exploring difficult knowledges is the idea of 
agonism (or dissensus) considered here as critical to social justice education and in 
particular, understandings of democratic education (Mouffe, 2005; Todd & Safstrom, 
2008; Todd, 2010). Thus, the second example of exercising hyper-self-reflexivity 
(alternative criticality) that I choose to highlight may be found in the concept of agonism 
or dissensus. Dissensus contrasts directly within the humanistic project of harmony, 
consensus, and universalism.  Rather than emphasizing sameness as a way to overcome 
difference, and the moral right/wrong dualism oft found within critical humanism, 
dissensus as a pedagogical possibility seeks to place conflict as central and necessary 
within the social justice classroom. Drawing primarily on the work of Mouffe (2005), 
Todd and Safstrom (2008) and Todd (2010) present a compelling argument for the 
necessity of agonism within democracy, and thus as a necessary part of the critical 
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classroom.  Their premise is based on a critique of social justice models which promote 
respect for difference, appeal to dialogue toward consensus, and place emphasis on 
normative values and norms of sameness, as tools for establishing harmony. Conflict is 
thus seen as something to be resolved. 
Todd and Safstrom (2008) contend that responding to conflict on moral (rather than 
political) terms disables authentically open dialogue and diverse (unconventional) 
perspectives. In so doing, difference is often silenced. Additionally where dialogue is 
centred upon rational debate, those who differ epistemologically and ontologically (who 
for example, value metaphysical ways of knowing and being) are also excluded. In a 
critique of the rational, normative “rules of liberal democracy”, Todd and Safstrom 
(2008) explain that “one is, by necessity, seeking to rise above the very differences – the 
very complex dimensions of human pluralism – that play such a central role in any 
democratic project” (para. 8). Conversely, Todd (2010) proposes an ‘agonistic 
cosmopolitics’ as an ethical orientation that doesn’t seek to manage or resolve conflict, 
but rather seeks to enable conflict as a necessary and important part of social justice 
education.  
Drawing upon Mouffe’s (2005) critique of universalism and harmony, and 
Mouffe’s agonistic theory of democracy, Todd and Safstrom (2008) contend that 
pluralism and agonism are pre-conditions for democracy. Agonism is used to refer to 
opponents as legitimate and political adversaries, rather than as moral enemies or as 
enemies to be subordinated through hegemonic practice (Mouffe, 2005; Todd, 2010). For 
Mouffe (2005) agonism stems from a recognition that “adversaries do fight – even 
fiercely – but according to a shared set of rules, and their positions, despite being 
ultimately irreconcilable, are accepted as legitimate perspectives” (p. 52). Thus, Todd 
suggest an agonistic cosmopolitics: 
(1) gives an unsentimental account of pluralism as having profound meaning in 
defining political life; (2) grants different views an agonistic role in the formation 
of democratic politics; and (3) offers a political language (not a dialogical one) for 
understanding conflicts and how to shape it into democratic practice. (p. 220)  
An agonistic cosmopolitics employed in the social justice classroom may create 
space for enabling a greater complexity of different perspectives. Agonism creates a 
political space, Todd (2010) argues for the right of individuals and groups to define and 
redefine what liberty and equality means within competing religious and cultural 
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contexts.  Positioning adversaries through agonistic cosmpolitics may help to create an 
ethical, non-violent space based upon the idea of ethical responsibility toward the Other.  
7.1.1.2 Ethical responsibility toward the Other.  
In this section I introduce the idea of ethical responsibility toward the Other as a 
possible pedagogical practice. The concept of ‘ethical responsibility toward the Other’ is 
used in this doctoral work to signify a position toward the Other of “answerability or 
accountability”, rather than for the Other “as the burden of the fittest” (Andreotti, 2008, p. 
74; see also Kapoor, 2004; Levinas 1981; Spivak, 2004).  I suggest that ethical 
responsibility toward the Other be used to signify a position of openness to being taught 
by the Other as an altering encounter (Biesta, 2012). As article IV provides an in-depth 
overview of this approach within a S-L context, it is not my intention to repeat the 
findings of this aspect of my work here; rather I will provide a background to the 
conceptualisation of this postcritical pedagogical practice for the context in which I work. 
Biesta (2005) suggests that “The most important question for us today is no longer how 
we can rationally master the natural and social world. The most important question is 
how we can respond responsibly to, and how we can live peacefully with what and with 
whom is other” (p.55). A number of critical scholars are wrestling with the ways in which 
“discursive practices can construct difference without constructing norms of sameness” 
(Popkewitz, 1999, p.33), in order to move beyond prevalent technicist and humanistic 
approaches to education.  
One such discursive practice that critical scholars are exploring is the interruption 
of social justice practices that teach about the Other in order that one may ‘help, save, or 
change’ the Other (Biesta, 2006; Todd, 2003; 2009; see also article IV). Questions of 
ethical relationality with the Other, including ways that we may learn from – or rather be 
taught by  – the Other as a process of ‘coming into the world’ is one such project that 
extends the critical toward the discursive, postcritical turn (Biesta, 2004; 2012).  There 
are primarily two leading texts that have informed my understanding of this idea of 
ethical relationality with the Other (and ethical responsibility toward the Other) in 
education. The first is Todd’s (2003) work titled Learning from the Other: Levinas, 
psychoanalysis, and ethical possibilities in education. Todd draws upon a number of 
psychoanalytical scholars including Butler, Castoriadis, Freud, and Klein, but her thesis is 
primarily developed from the ethical works of Levinas.  The second key text is Beyond 
learning: Democratic education for a human future written by Biesta (2006). He 
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proposes a ‘pedagogy of interruption’, and like Todd, develops Levinasian ideas of 
ethical relationality with the Other as they apply to teaching and learning.   
Biesta (2006) is critical of the modern education project of developing pre-
established knowledge, skills, and attitudes (including an established moral code of 
behaviour). Like other scholars working across discursive projects, Biesta (2006) is 
concerned with the failed humanistic project that has continuously created epistemic 
violence and exclusionary practices aimed toward those operating beyond normative and 
‘acceptable’ forms of rationality. Beyond learning knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
necessary for normative functionality in a technicist, humanistic society, Biesta (2006) 
proposes a ‘pedagogy of interruption’ that seeks to interrupt (and to disrupt) the rational 
autonomous project that values a stable sense of unified self. Instead he suggests that 
education be rethought as a process of ‘coming in to the world’, where the ‘world’ is 
engagement with the very alterity of the Other. From this perspective, Biesta suggests 
that one role of social justice education may be to interrupt students’ normative ways of 
being and seeing in the world. Returning to the provocative idea that “the most important 
question [for education today] is how we can live peacefully with what and with whom is 
other” (Biesta, 2005, p. 55); we may also ask: how might we ethically engage with the 
Other, where the Other is defined as one who is radically different from oneself? It is 
with this question in mind that a number of education scholars have turned to the ideas of 
ethical relationality with, and responsibility for or toward the Other espoused by Levinas 
(see for example, Joldersma, 2008; Kirby, 2009; Strhan, 2007; Zhao, 2012; see also 
article IV).  
Todd’s (2003) thesis of learning from the Other, and Biesta’s (2006) idea of a 
pedagogy of interruption, are both pedagogical works toward a radical altering encounter 
with the Other. Todd and Biesta contend that one’s stable unified sense of self, 
established within a rational normative community, is incapable of being taught by the 
Other, as the Other is seen as irrational and strange. As explained in article IV, Bauman 
(1995) argues that all societies produce strangers defined as “people who do not fit the 
cognitive, moral, or aesthetic map of the [normative] world” (p. 1). Using a powerful 
metaphor by Levi-Strauss, Bauman writes that modern societies are either 
anthropophagic: annihilating the stranger by devouring them and then metabolically 
transforming them into a tissue indistinguishable from one’s own; or anthropoemic: 
vomiting the strangers, banishing them from all communication with those inside. 
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Essentially, societies work toward either assimilating or excluding difference. One may 
also argue that in postmodern societies, we allow the stranger to dwell alongside us, so 
long as we are not altered by the stranger (refer also to Figure 2). The central thesis of the 
argument for ethical responsibility toward the Other lies here. If we agree with Mouffe 
(2005) and others, that the neoliberal, modern, humanistic project has failed spectacularly 
on multiple macro levels, then we need to educate, to think, and to see Otherwise: To do 
this requires the ability to learn Otherwise. Thus part of this project is being open to being 
taught by the Other (Biesta, 2012; article IV). Earlier in this chapter, and also in article 
IV, I have introduced the idea of being taught by the Other. This is a complicated, and at 
least in my own pedagogical practice, a yet to be realised possibility. It is not my 
intention to repeat the ideas outlined in article IV, but I will provide a brief summary here 
of the key ideas and what this may mean for PETE, and in particular S-L.  
For Biesta (2012), learning from the Other may occur without alteration to our 
unified idea of self. Learning from the Other without alteration is essentially a project 
of self-betterment (Heron, 2007; Kirby, 2009). When we say ‘this person has really 
taught me something’, Biesta (2012) explains that what we imply is that we have been 
altered unexpectedly by the encounter, and it is a revelation. To be taught by the Other 
(Biesta, 2012) is to enter into an ethical relation with the Other, which is a non-violent, 
face to face encounter with alterity. Furthermore, to be taught by the Other is to be 
prepared for alteration to a stable, rational sense of self, as encountering the Other is an 
acknowledgement that the Other “brings me more than I contain” (Levinas, 1991, p. 51).  
Such a potentially transformative pedagogy offers exciting (and very challenging) 
possibilities for teacher education, specifically where S-L may be embedded into teacher 
education programmes. It is this form of postcritical pedagogy that I am particularly 
interested in implemented in the next stages of my research. In this section of the 
discussion chapter I have described a postcritical possibility that could be used in the 
PETE context in which I work; and some of the tools and concepts introduced here may 
also have relevance to other teacher education contexts, including S-L. The use of 
postcritical pedagogical tools such as practicing ‘alternative criticality’ and ‘hyper-self-
reflexivity’, exercising humility and openness, developing awareness of complicity and 
implication, valuing the role and place of agonism and dissensus, and having regard for 
ethical responsibility toward the Other have been introduced here. I have provisionally 
selected these postcritical strategies as they offer possibilities for addressing the 
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limitations of critical humanism that I have encountered in my PETE practice, and for 
challenging liberal humanism so evident among PETE students. Before discussing this 
further, the following section provides a summary of the research in order to situate 
future practice.  
7.2 Tying it all Together: Implications for Future Research and 
Practice in PETE and S-L  
In order to look forward in considering future research and teaching in PETE and S-
L, I will refer back to earlier chapters of this report where I provided the purpose, 
rationale, and background context to this research. Through the self-study and mixed 
methods research, I sought to determine:  
1. What types of engagement with difference are enabled and constrained by 
different discourses in PE and PETE? 
2. What possibilities and difficulties emerge in critical and postcritical 
frameworks of S-L? 
These questions are important for the educational context in which I research and 
teach, particularly as knowledge society and neoliberal discourses continue to drive 
education policy direction, including curriculum and pedagogical practice. Furthermore, 
as economic and political practices become increasingly global, cultural and 
environmental effects become far-reaching; including but not limited to increased 
epistemic violence toward the Other, and anthropocentric practices impacting ecological 
fragility (Todd, 2009).  
In chapter I, I situated this study within the PETE context in which I work in 
Aotearoa/New Zealand. In particular I was interested in exploring the ways in which 
shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning within knowledge societies impact 
upon educational contexts including PE, PETE, and S-L. As a teacher educator oriented 
towards social justice, I have been particularly interested in the ways in which 
engagement with the Other may be interpreted across a range of different theoretical 
positions (technicist, liberal and critical humanist, and more recently postcritical 
possibilities). This curiosity led to an investigation of the ways in which different 
epistemological and ontological positions create and limit opportunities for engagement 
with difference. During the self-study process, I found that S-L provided a very useful 
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context in which to consider a range of possibilities for ethical relationality with the Other 
across different theoretical perspectives. Often used within PE and PETE contexts, and 
relevant to the NZC (which has a significant focus on community engagement and 
participant), S-L became an important context for studying GCE possibilities, particularly 
in relationship to ethical relationality with the Other.  My interest in GCE literature 
emerged in response to a detailed reading of the NZC, which included references to 
visions and values such as international citizenship, diversity, and social justice.  GCE 
literature also provided me with useful perspectives, frameworks, metaphors, and tools 
that enabled me to better understand the nature of cultural diversity and culturally 
responsive pedagogical practice. 
In chapter 2, I critically examined literature of relevance to this study. Key sub-
themes included the shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning, 
corresponding implications for curricula including PE and PETE contexts, and current 
opportunities and tensions within both GCE and S-L. The central theme of this study that 
connects these concepts together is the tensions inherent to conceptualisations of 
difference and diversity, specifically ethical relationality with the Other. The GCE 
literature became particularly useful for helping me to develop an understanding of 
shifting conceptualisations of knowledge and learning in knowledge societies, curriculum 
shifts with the release of the NZC, and implications for ways of framing and 
understanding difference and diversity. In chapter 2, I examined and critiqued GCE, S-L, 
PE, and PETE contexts separately, before illustrating interconnected synergies between 
these varied contexts.  
In order to more fully grasp the implications of shifting conceptualisations for 
knowledge and learning, I undertook the self-study project as part of this research 
process. While frustrating and challenging, the self-study did prove to be very worthwhile 
in helping me to engage with a range of theoretical perspectives. I felt that I was better 
able to understand and appreciate both the opportunities and limitations (as evidenced in 
articles I and III) inherent within conflicting perspectives including technicism, liberal 
and critical forms of humanism, and post-possibilities.  
Mindful of my own journey toward engaging with ‘other’ ways of knowing and 
seeing, I implemented the mixed methods research process in order to examine the way in 
which PETE students understood global citizenship and engagement with difference, and 
I applied the theoretical framework outlined in chapter 4 in the analysis process. This led 
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to the emergence of tensions and contradictions, particularly with the survey, as I found 
theoretical challenges present within the positivist/postpositivist bind. Nevertheless, the 
survey provided me with useful descriptive data to better understand the nature of PETE 
students' profiles and experiences, and the way in which their backgrounds could play a 
role in shaping their perceptions of, and engagements with difference. 
Both the self-study process and the mixed methods study were very useful in helping 
me to consider the ways that I, and PETE students conceptualised ethical relationality with 
the Other, and engagement with difference. Both of the methodologies signified the need 
to explore in greater detail Other theoretical perspectives and this led to the development 
of a postcritical pedagogical possibility for PETE, including S-L. While useful for the 
context in which I am working, the formation of a postcritical pedagogy may also be useful 
for other educational contexts, such as teacher education generally, S-L, and other forms of 
community engagement, including volunteer abroad programmes.  While this research has 
centred primarily upon issues impacting practice in Aotearoa/New Zealand, links could be 
readily made to other teacher education and S-L contexts where the dominant theoretical 
perspectives include technicism (neoliberalism) and humanism. 
7.3 Looking Forward: Concluding Thoughts Toward a Postcritical 
Pedagogy 
The findings of the mixed methods research suggest that most PETE students that I 
work with draw upon liberal humanistic perspectives in order to make sense of cultural 
difference, particularly the way in which they understand and relate to the Other. The 
findings indicate that the vast majority of PETE students come from cultural backgrounds 
where people are ‘mostly like them’. Where PETE students did encounter the Other, 
responses were often ethnocentric including a universalising focus on sameness, and a 
paternalistic and salvationist desire to ‘help’. 
Findings of this study suggest that teacher education as ‘more of the same’, is 
unlikely to interrupt ethnocentrism. The findings of the self-study research led to the 
development of a postcritical pedagogical possibility for PETE, including S-L (and with 
relevance to teacher education, and other forms of community engagement). Like other 
forms of post-traditional practices, a postcritical pedagogy cannot be scripted (Todd, 
2009); however, for the current context in which I work, a postcritical pedagogy may 
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have transformative possibilities. Postcritical strategies include, but are not limited to the 
practice of ‘alternative criticality’ and ‘hyper-self-reflexivity’, the practice of humility 
and openness, the development of an awareness and understanding of complicity and 
implication in epistemic violence, the practice of agonism and dissensus, and the 
development of an ontological position of ethical responsibility toward Other (including a 
disposition to be taught by the Other). In articles I and IV particularly, I provide some 
examples of the way in which these pedagogical tools may be used within PETE and S-L 
contexts. Other than for a short period of time during the self-study data collection stage, 
I have not yet implemented a postcritical pedagogical approach in my teaching, but I am 
looking forward to this in the next stages of my research. 
  While the theoretical framework in chapter 4 (see also Figure 2) has served as a 
useful tool for understanding and analysing a range of perspectives I am also cognisant of 
the complexities and limitations which exist. For example the way in which technicist and 
liberal humanist orientations intersect, and the way in which tensions and spaces of 
connection between the critical and postcritical overlap. The post-transitional perspective 
provides one indication of the merging and overlapping nature of varied epistemological 
and ontological positions.  
Even as I attempt Other postcritical pedagogical conceptions, I am mindful that 
“there is no innocent discourse of liberation” (Lather, 1992, p. 132). As I explore a 
postcritical possibility that may be employed within the context in which I work, I am 
deeply aware of the limitations of my practice, both conceptually and pedagogically. 
Jones (1999) explores the challenges of (post)critical pedagogical practices for dominant 
groups (teachers and students) and writes that there will be “inevitably a practice of 
failure, loss, confusion, unease and limitation” (p.316). She suggests such challenges will 
either lead to paralysis, or to “a play of productive tensions that lend powerful insights” 
(p. 316). In the context in which I work paralysis leading to the withdrawal from social 
justice work seems an unlikely possibility, as my longstanding commitment to social 
justice education has increased further through this doctoral study. The alternative then is 
to wrestle with the struggles, disappointments, failures, and insurmountable challenges in 
a continual search for temporal possibilities. It is not my intention here to lock down a 
new form of (post) critical pedagogical practice, but rather I hope to explore ways of 
opening up new possibilities. There seems a contradiction here as I write of (an)Other 
conceptual possibility: even as I write there is critique present in the limitations of what I 
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suggest. I return to the critiques of truth, hierarchical binaries, and the Cartesian- Kantian 
subject discussed in chapter 4. I suggest that any form of critical practice, that resists 
locking down new truths and moralities, but holds them temporally as contextual, partial 
and incomplete; and any form of critical practice that resists dualistic, simplistic, and 
universal understandings of knowledge and subjectivities, in my work at least, are 
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Please indicate your answer to each question by filling in the information or marking the 
response that matches best your own experiences. 
 
1. What is your gender? (Mark one) 
 Male  Female  
 
2. How old are you? 
   Under 20  25 - 29 
   20 - 24  30+ 
 
3. What is your current marital status? (Mark one) 
   Single, never married  Separated 
   Married  Divorced 
 Living with someone in a marriage-like relationship  
 
4. Do you have a disability? (Mark all that apply) 
   None  
   Learning disability, dyslexia etc. 
 Physical/sensory/health-related disability 
 Other disability 
 
5. How do you identify yourself racially/ethnically? (Mark all that apply)  
   Of African descent 
 Of Asian descent (including the Indian subcontinent) 
 Of Pacific Island descent 
 Indigenous people (Māori, Aboriginal, Native American, Alaskan Native 
etc.) 
   Hispanic, Latino/Chicano 
 Of Arab or Middle Eastern descent  
 Of Caucasian European descent, not Hispanic 
 
6. Which of the following most accurately describes your generation and citizenship 
status? (Mark one) 
 At least one of my grandparents, my parents and I were born in this country 
 At least one of my parents and I were born in this country 
 I was born in this country but not my parents  
 Foreign born – but a citizen now of this country 
 Foreign born – but not yet a citizen of this country 
 Student or visitor visa 
7. Which of the following choices best describes where you grew up? (Mark one only) 
 Urban area  Small town 




8. Which of the following choices best describes where you lived for most of your life 
before University? (mark one only, using the last five years as a guide) 
 Urban area  Small town 
 Suburban area  Rural area 
 
9. What type of secondary school or high school did you last attend? 
 Public or state school, non-religious  Home school 
 Religious-affiliated, public or private  Finished by examination (eg, 
GED) 
 Private, non-religious 
 
10. How well do you think you did academically in high/secondary school? 
 Top 5%  Top 50% 
 Top 10%  Lowest 50% 
 Top 25%  Lowest 25% 
 Don’t know   
 
11.  Have you ever lived, done community service, or studied abroad in another country? 
(Mark all that apply) 
  Yes:      Lived in another country less than a year 
    Lived in another country 1-3 years 
    Lived in another country 4 years or more 
 
  Yes:      Done community service in another country less than a 
year 
    Done community service in another country, 1-3 years 
    Done community service in another country, more than 3 years 
  Yes:      Studied abroad in another country, culture very much like 
my own 
    Studied abroad in to another country, culture very 
different from mine 
 
12. What is your current study programme? 
 Area of study/academic major:  __________________________    
 Degree (e.g., BA):  __________________________ 
 
13.  What is the highest academic degree or professional qualification you plan to obtain?  
  Do not plan to finish a university degree 
  Bachelor’s degree 
  Master’s degree 
  Doctoral degree 
  Professional degree or qualification (e.g., JD, MD) 
  Other: (please specify)  
_____________________________________________________________





Connections and Perspectives 
 
The list below includes typical examples of points of view about aspects related to 
citizenship and global-mindedness, reflecting many different perspectives on different 
issues. 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements by marking the response that most closely matches your experiences and/or 
how you feel, where: 
1  =  Strongly disagree 
2  =  Somewhat disagree 
3  =  Somewhat agree 
4  =  Strongly agree 
Please be candid in your responses, as survey responses are anonymous and no individual 
will be identified from the survey. 
 
 Strongly agree     
 Somewhat agree     
 Somewhat 
disagree 
    
 Strongly disagree     
14. Democracy thrives on different views.    
15. Generally an individual’s actions are too small to have an effect on 
the ecosystem.    
16. People who blame their failures on discrimination are just making 
excuses for not working hard enough.    
17. There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live.    
18. It is important that universities in my country provide programs 
designed to promote understanding among students of different 
ethnic and cultural backgrounds.  
  
19. My country is enriched by the fact that it comprises many people 
from different cultures and countries.    
20. I think my country needs to do more to promote the welfare of 
different racial and ethnic groups.    
21. The impact of my country’s decisions and policies on the global 
community is not something I usually think about.    
22. The present distribution of the world’s wealth and resources should 
be maintained because it represents evolution and survival of the 
fittest.  
  
23. I learn a great deal from discussing issues with someone who 
disagrees with me.    
24. I think it’s possible for Muslim and Christian countries to co-exist 
peacefully within the foreseeable future.   
25. There is really little or nothing I can do to improve the condition 
under which some people in the world live.    
26. People with talents have an obligation to “give back” to the 
community in some way.    
174 
 
 Strongly agree     
 Somewhat agree     
 Somewhat 
disagree 
    
 Strongly disagree     
27. Education should concentrate on developing knowledge and skills 
for students’ future careers, not on exploring ideas and issues.     
28. Universities should require all students take at least one course 
designed to develop international awareness and understanding.      
29. Some degree of inequality is necessary in a society that wants to be 
the best in the world.  
    
30. Even if I do the best I can to help others, it won’t change the way 
society operates.     
31. Enhancing a person’s ability to be part of a multicultural society and 
global economy should be part of higher education in today’s 
universities.  
    
32. I feel very concerned about the lives of people who live in politically 
repressive regimes.      
33. I feel a strong kinship with the worldwide human family.      
34. It is important that we educate people to understand the impact that 
current policies might have on future generations.      
35. Vigorous debate of different ideas as part of decision-making is 
healthy for a democratic country.      
36. I believe that my personal decisions can affect the welfare of others 
and what happens on a global level.      
37. The needs of my own country must continue to be our highest 
priority in negotiating with other countries.      
38. I think it is fair for some of my taxes to go to help other countries 
even if everything could be spent in my own country.      
39. Each generation has a responsibility to consider how its decisions 
affect the kind of world passed on to future generations.      
40. I think that my choices as a consumer should be based on factors 
such as a company’s impact on the environment.      
41. Conflict between people from different backgrounds is unavoidable 
when the differences are bigger than the similarities between them.      
42. Some hate-crime laws are needed to protect against harassment 
based on race, gender, religion, or sexual orientation.      
43. People in my country have a moral obligation to share their wealth 
with the poorer people of the world.      
44. I try to consider different points of view on an issue before making 







For each item, mark the circle that matches most closely your strengths/weaknesses: 
1  =  Definitely weak 
2  =  Somewhat weak 
3  =  Average 
4  =  Somewhat strong 
5 = Definitely strong  
 
 Definitely strong      
 Somewhat 
strong 
     
 Average      
 Somewhat weak      
 Definitely weak      
How would you describe yourself in the following areas?      
45. Argument and debate    
46. Compromise     
47. Multicultural understandings     
48. Ability to see an international problem from someone else’s point of 
view     
49. Tolerance of ideas that others think are “far out”     
50. Communication skills     
51. Tolerance of religions     
52. Critique ideas    
53. Social skills and self-confidence     
54. Leadership ability     
 
 
For each of the next items, mark the circle that most closely matches:  
1  =  Never 
2  =  A few times per year 
3  =  A few times per month 
4  =  A few times per week 




 Daily      
 A few times per week      
 A few times per 
month
     
 A few times per year      
Never      
Your estimate of the average of how often you engaged in the following 
during your last two years of secondary/high school: 
     
55. Participated in at least one student club or organization       
56. Participated in a project to protect the environment       
57. Worked on school publication/s       
58. Participated in a study group with someone from another country or 
culture       
59. Did volunteer work       
 
 
For the next few items, indicate your experiences at different times in your life by marking 
the response that most closely matches interactions with others, where: 
1  =  All or nearly all my own culture 
2  =  Mostly people from my own culture  
3  =  About half and half 
4  =  Mostly people from a culture different from mine 
5 = All or nearly all people from a culture different from mine 
 
 
 All or nearly all people from a culture different from 
mine
     
 Mostly people from a culture different from mine      
 About half and half      
 Mostly people from my own culture      
 All or nearly all my own culture      
How would you describe the cultural composition of the following?      
60. Neighborhood where you grew up      
61. My high school/secondary school       
62. My friends for the past 2-3 years      
63. My friends growing up      







For each of the next few items, indicate an estimate of how often this has happened using 
the following frequency choices: 
1  =  Never 
2  =  Occasionally 
3  =  Frequently 
 Frequently    
 Occasionally    
 Never    
During the past five years, how often did you encounter discrimination or 
bullying based on one of the issues listed below?   
   
65. My race/ethnicity/culture  
66. My gender  
67. My sexual orientation  
68. My economic background  
69. My religious affiliation  




71. Describe in your own words an incident or event you remember as when you first 
learned something that seemed especially important to you about another country, 
people from a different cultural or national background, and/or values that you 













Higher Education Students' Perceptions of Global Citizenship 
 
I am Senior Lecturer at the University of Canterbury College of Education and am working with a team 
of researchers throughout the world a research project investigating perceptions of global citizenship. 
We are seeking to determine what the experiences and perceptions of undergraduate students are 
with respect to citizenship and world-mindedness at universities in the US, Australia, New Zealand, 
Germany, Ireland, and the UK as part of the international community.   
 
To help us with this study I am inviting you to complete a survey that will take about 15 minutes of your 
time. Additionally, you may indicate on the consent form if you would like to be interviewed about 
some of the topics raised in the survey at another time during this year. The interview will take about 
30 minutes of your time.  
 
Your participation is important to us, but it is voluntary. If you do decide to participate, you do not need 
to answer all of the questions. You may also withdraw from this study at any time.  
 
Responses are strictly confidential, and your identity will not be revealed at any time. All data will be 
securely stored in password protected facilities and/or locked storage at the University of Canterbury 
for five years following the study.  
 
An executive summary of this research will be available upon completion of this research and you may 
contact me for a copy of this. The findings of this project will also be disseminated in peer reviewed 
publications. 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this international effort.   
 








University of Canterbury College of Education 




1. This project has received ethical approval from the University of Canterbury Educational 
Research Human Ethics Committee 
2. Complaints may be addressed to: 
Dr Missy Morton, Chair,  
Educational Research Human Ethics Committee 
University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, CHRISTCHURCH   






Higher Education Students' Perceptions of Global Citizenship 
 
Declaration of Consent to Participate 
 
I understand that this research project is being undertaken by Judy Bruce at the University of 
Canterbury in collaboration with researchers internationally to understand students’ experiences and 
perceptions of global citizenship and world-mindedness in different parts of the world. 
 
I hereby voluntarily give permission for my responses in the survey to be used as part of the data in 
this study.  I understand that all responses are completely confidential.  I understand that my name will 
not be associated with any documents or reports produced from this research and that I may receive a 
summary of the results of this project by contacting Judy Bruce.  I also understand that I may withdraw 
from participation in this research at any time. If I do choose to participate I may choose not to answer 
specific questions.  I understand that all data is to be securely stored in password protected facilities 
and/or locked storage at the University of Canterbury for five years following the study. 
 
Please indicate with a tick, the level of participation that you agree to: 
 
 I agree to participate in the survey but choose not to be involved in a follow up interview. 
 
 I agree to participate in the survey and to be involved in a follow up interview. 
 
____________________________ _____________________________ _____________ 
Print your name    Signature     Date  
 
______________________________________              ______________________ 
Email address                               Phone number  
 
If you have any questions about this research, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 





University of Canterbury College of Education 





1. This project has received ethical approval from the University of Canterbury Educational 
Research Human Ethics Committee 
2. Complaints may be addressed to: 
Dr Missy Morton, Chair,  
Educational Research Human Ethics Committee 
University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, CHRISTCHURCH   













The articles in this section are in partial fulfilment of the PhD requirements at 
University of Oulu, Finland. In addition to writing this report, it is also a 
requirement that international peer reviewed journals are published. I published 
four internationally peer reviewed journal articles and book chapters, and a 
summary of these publications was provided in section 1. 3. Full republications of 
each article are included in this section with permission from the publishers.  
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Dancing on  the edge: a self-study 




University of Canterbury, New Zealand 
Seemingly  comfortable in  my  physical education teacher education (PETE)  role  as  a  critical
pedagogue, I was abruptly  jolted  into  considering  post-paradigmatic possibilities  through 
participation in  a  collaborative   project  that  explored   shifting  conceptualisations of  knowledge 
and learning in initial teacher education (ITE). The project sought to examine twenty-first-century 
changes   in  understandings  of  knowledge   and   learning   and   to  consider   the  implications   for 
curriculum and pedagogical practices in New Zealand schools and in ITE.  In this paper, I provide a 
description of the ontological  shifting process  I encountered through participation in a self-study 
research  project.  I argue  that  twenty-first-century conceptualisations of knowledge  and  learning 
offer unique  possibilities  for physical education (PE)  and PETE contexts.  In particular, I critique 
varying  sociocultural orientations  to  PE  and  PETE  (humanistic, critical  and  postcritical) and 
consider  the possibilities  and  limitations  inherent within each approach. 
Keywords: Sociocultural orientations; Physical education; Postcritical pedagogy; Critical
pedagogy; Humanism; Self-study 
Introduction: theoretical possibilities framing ontological shifts 
 
Foucault (1985)  in the following quote  invites the reader  to consider  perceiving  of 
things  differently beyond that  which is already known.  He writes: 
 
There  are times  in life when the question of knowing  if one can think  differently 
than one thinks and perceive differently than one sees, is absolutely  necessary if one 
is to  go on  looking  and  reflecting  at  all. In  what  does . . . [philosophical activity] 
consist, if not in the endeavour to know how and to what extent it might be possible 
to think differently,  instead  of legitimating  what is already known? (p. 8) 
 
As a physical education teacher  educator working within an initial teacher  education 
(ITE)  context,   I  was  challenged   through  participation  in  a  self-study   research 
project,  to consider  other  physical education (PE)  possibilities  in both  the way that 
I ‘know’ (epistemology), and the way that I ‘see’ (ontology); rather  than to continue 
to legitimate what is already known. The aim of the project was to consider  curricula 
and   pedagogical   implications   of  shifting   conceptualisations  of  knowledge   and 
learning.  The  purpose  of this paper  is to explore these  implications  in a number of
*School   of  Sciences   and   Physical Education, University  of Canterbury, Christchurch,  New
Zealand. Email: judy.bruce@canterbury.ac.nz 
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2 J. Bruce 
ways.  Firstly,   I  will  describe  self-study  as a research  methodology.  This   is  an
emergent  methodological approach that  is likely to  be of value to  future  research 
endeavours in  the  field  of PE  and  physical  education teacher  education (PETE) 
(Attard  & Armour,   2006;  Brown,  2011).  Secondly,  I will critique  varying  socio-
cultural  conceptualisations of PE (humanistic, critical and postcritical) as they relate 
to  my  own  PETE practice,  in  light  of shifting  understandings of knowledge  and 
learning.  Thirdly, the epistemological and ontological  shifting process I experienced 
as part  of the self-study  project  will be described. 
Firstly,  however,  it is important that  I position  the  study  within  the  educational 
context  in which I work. The  PETE curriculum used in the ITE  degree programme 
that I teach into aligns, in a theoretical  sense, with national curricula.  With critical 
humanistic theoretical  orientations, the New Zealand  Health  and Physical Education 
(NZHPE) curriculum released  in 1999  (Ministry  of Education, 1999)  signalled  a 
shift   away  from   the   previous   curriculum  that   was  primarily   biophysical   and 
humanistic  in   its   orientation  (Culpan  &  Bruce,   2007).    PETE  programmes 
throughout New Zealand  began to adapt  their ITE  curriculum to adjust to this 
sociocritical   epistemological  shift*a  shift  that  required   the  development  of  PE 
teachers   who  were  capable   of  facilitating  learning   that   encouraged students to 
become   critical  thinkers  and  participants  of  the  movement  culture   (Gillespie   & 
Culpan, 2000; Culpan & Bruce, 2007).  This sociocritical  approach was at ease with 
my  own  epistemological  and   ontological   understandings  of  PE  and   education 
generally,  and I settled  comfortably into a critical pedagogical  approach to teaching 
in ITE. 
However, the Ministry of Education’s release in 2007 of a new New Zealand 
Curriculum (NZC), informed  as it was by post-paradigmatic thought and  twenty-
first-century notions  of learning (Gilbert, 2005),  presented both me, as a teacher 
educator, and PETE programmes with new challenges.  Talk of knowledge  societies, 
twenty-first-century learning,  postmodernity1  and  global  citizenship  became 
increasingly  prominent. Hoping  that  this  growing  postmodern babble was in part, 
the ‘theoretical  chic’ dismissed  by some scholars (see, for example,  McLaren & 
Farahmandpur, 2000, p. 28), I continued on with my critical pedagogical approach to 
teaching.  But the babble  was not going away, and my curiosity was captured when a 
colleague invited me to participate in a research project exploring twenty-first-century 
notions  of knowledge and learning and the implications  of these notions  for the NZC 
and for ITE  curricula  and pedagogical  practice  (Andreotti & Major,  2010). 
The implementation of the NZC  (Ministry  of Education, 2007) signalled a shift in 
conceptualisations of knowledge and learning; engaging with this shift was central to 
the  aims  of the  research  project  that  I participated in.  The  NZC  vision describes 
students as people  who are ‘active seekers, users, and creators  of knowledge’ (p. 8). 
This description of knowledge  is consistent with thinking  evident  in a growing body 
of literature that  positions  knowledge  as a verb (see,  for example,  Gilbert,  2005). 
This  postmodern construct conceptualises knowledge  as something  that  is socially 
constructed, and  thus  partial,  contextual, fluid  and  changeable. Different  knowl-










































A self-study exploring postcritical possibilities in physical education 3
over time.  This  re-conceptualisation of knowledge, moreover, is consistent with the
needs  of knowledge  societies,  which require  students to be able to adapt  quickly to 
shifts in knowledge  and information, create  new knowledges,  and negotiate  cultural 
difference  and socially diverse contexts  (Gilbert, 2005;  UNESCO, 2005;  Andreotti,
2010). 
Traditional  Western   conceptualisations  of  knowledge  as  a  noun   that  is  fixed, 
universal  and  certain,  contrasts significantly  with  this  more  recent  conceptualisa-
tion.  Schools  historically  have  sought  to  transmit knowledge  as objective  facts  to 
be   learned.   This   objectivity   is  consistent  with   many   critical   and   humanistic 
pedagogical  approaches that  assert binaries  and  resist complexities  (Tinning, 2002; 
Sicilia-Camancho & Fernandez-Balboa, 2009).  For example,  a social construct is 
considered either  good  or bad,  right  or wrong  and  just or unjust.  These  ideas  are 
transmitted to  students in critical  classrooms  and  their  views will either  agree  or 
disagree  with  those  of the  teacher.  As a critical  pedagogue, proficient  in engaging 
with knowledge  perceived  as universal,  fixed and  certain,  I struggled  to fully grasp 
the implications  of this shifting conceptualisation both epistemologically  and 
ontologically.  It was this struggle  that  prompted me to undertake a process  of self-
study,  conducted within  and  alongside  the  larger  collaborative   project  in  which 
I was engaged  (Andreotti & Major,  2010). 
Self-study as  a methodological approach
 
I selected  self-study  as a methodological approach because  it provided  me with an 
appropriate framework  within  which to capture  the journey  of epistemological and 
ontological  shifting,  and  to  examine  the  implications   of these  shifts  for  my own 
teaching   practice.   Hamilton  et  al.  (2008)   provide   a  useful  distinction  between 
narrative,   auto-ethnography  and  self-study  as  varied  methodological approaches 
in qualitative research.  They define ‘narrative [as] a look at a story of self, auto- 
ethnography [as] a look at self within larger context,  and self-study [as] a look at self 
in action,  usually within  educational contexts’  (p.  17).  They  also suggest  that  self-
study,  as a methodological approach, is concerned with  understanding,  reflecting 
upon and improving  practice through interaction and reflexivity (Pinnegar, 1998; 
Kleinsasser,  2000).  While I did focus on the cultural  context  of twenty-first-century 
PE in my study,  my primary  concern  was to examine  my own teaching  practice  in 
PETE and  to  explore  my  shifting  conceptualisations of  knowledge  and  learning 
through interactive, reflective processes. 
I  sought   in  my  study  to  incorporate the  five  key  elements   LaBoskey  (2004)
suggests when using self-study as an approach to research.  That  is, that self-study is 
self-initiated and focused; interactive;  improvement aimed (and transformational); 
includes multiple,  mainly qualitative methods; and defines validity as a process based 
on trustworthiness. I have sought  in this paper  to create  a self-study  report  that  is 
consistent with  Loughran and  Northfield’s  (1998)  guidelines  for  trustworthiness. 









































4 J. Bruce 
the  situation for it to ‘‘ring true’’ for the reader; provides and demonstrates some 
triangulation of data and a range of different perspectives around an issue; and makes 
explicit links to relevant  educational literature’  (p. 13). 
The  range of data-or what self-study  literature names  interactive  elements-that 
contributed to this self-study  included journeying  with a mentor  and with a team of 
participant  researchers, journal  writing,  taped  interviews  between  myself  and  my 
mentor  and  writing for academic  publication. Trustworthiness, variation  and depth 
in the self-study  were created  by collecting  data  through these  multiple,  interactive 
elements  (LaBoskey,  2004).  Throughout this project, I became explicitly and acutely 
aware that I was voyaging through an ontological,  transformative process. The varied 
interactive  elements  were important factors that  contributed to the shifting process. 
They  created  dissonance, tensions,  challenges  and  opportunities as I attended to 
difference in perceptions and understandings-to the babble I once sought to ignore. 
Ellsworth  (1997)   described   engaging  with  differences  in  perceptions and  under- 
standings  as practising  ‘foreign knowledges’ in order  to extend and shift her teaching 
practices.   Over  a  ten-month period,  I  too,  through new  and  varied  interactions, 
found  myself engaging  with  foreign  knowledges  that  contributed to  my epistemo- 
logical and  ontological  shifts. 
Through the  self-study  process,  I engaged  in a critique  of my own  critical  and 
humanistic teaching  practice,  and I explored  postcritical  possibilities and limitations 
within the PETE context  that I work. In the following section,  I provide an overview 
of both  the opportunities and  limitations  that  each of the sociocultural orientations 
offers  to  PE  and  PETE contexts.   While  I  acknowledge   that  in  actual  practice 
different  conceptualisations are likely to be more nuanced, the distinctions I outline 
here have usefulness to this context. During the self-study project, the distinctions 
provided   a  useful  framework   through  which  to  reflect  upon   my  own  teaching 
practice. 




For  those  of us  working  in  a  curriculum area  with  a  strong  history  of positivist 
traditions, it has only been  recently-during  the  last 40 years or so-that  we have 
seen a gradual  shift towards  sociocultural orientations in PE (Van Dalen  & Bennett, 
1971;  Hellison,  1973;  Lawson,  1992;  Sage, 1993;  Jewett,  1994).  While Cliff et al. 
(2009)  position sociocultural PE within the critical paradigm, I suggest that a 
sociocultural orientation may also be structural functionalist and/or  humanistic in 
positioning. A sociocultural orientation to PE  places  value and  importance on the 
social and  cultural  elements  of the movement culture. The  aim of this approach is 
for students to develop  social and  cultural  skills, knowledges  and  attitudes through 
direct participation in movement contexts,  and also through learning about  the 
movement culture. It may be useful, then,  to distinguish between  a sociocultural 










































A self-study exploring postcritical possibilities in physical education 5
orientation as critical  in positioning. Because these orientations are predominantly
twentieth-century constructs, they have largely informed  the development of PE in
New Zealand  (and  other  countries  including  Australia and the UK)  in recent  years.
As  PE  developed   and  became   increasingly   popular   in  New  Zealand   schools 
throughout the twentieth century,  two significant  shifts occurred. Away from solely 
learning  the physical skills of movement, PE in the mid and  late twentieth century 
began  to  embrace  humanistic ideals  that  placed  importance on  learning  cultural 
norms  and values and social skills through participation in the physical. Challenging 
the limitations  of this approach, the PE curriculum released  in the latter  part of the 
twentieth  century   boldly   suggested   an   embracing   of  the   critical   (Ministry   of 
Education, 1999).  PE would encapsulate learning ‘in, through and about movement’ 
(Arnold,  1979)  by way of a sociocritical orientation that drew on critical pedagogical 
approaches to learning  (Culpan & Bruce,  2007). 
However,  as I found,  responding to twenty-first-century shifts in conceptualisa-
tions  of  knowledge  and  learning   has  signalled  a  move  towards   exploring  other 
possibilities for PE. My journey through this self-study project led me to consider  the 
possibility  of a postcritical   approach to  PE,  which  I explore  in  some  depth  after 
critiquing  humanistic and  critical orientations to PE. 
The  three  varying conceptualisations that  I chose  to present  here  illustrate  how 
I sought to understand both the opportunities and limitations  for PE inherent within 
each  construct. While I acknowledge  the  likelihood  of other  sociocultural orienta-
tions   to  PE,   I  have  intentionally  selected   humanistic,  critical   and   postcritical 
approaches because  of their  direct  applicability  to  my own  context  and  self-study 
process. Table  1 provides a summary  of the key features of each. Table  1 draws clear 
lines   between    theoretical    positions,    so   that   the   differences    impacting    upon 
pedagogical  practice  are more  easily understood. For  many  practitioners however, 
the actual  practice  is likely to be more  nuanced. 
Humanistic physical education.  During the mid-twentieth century, PE  programmes 
began to emerge  that  focused  not only on learning  the physical skills of movement, 
but  also on learning  through the physical.  Learning  through the physical valued the 
educative   role   of  movement  and   was  concerned  with   intellectual,  social  and 
emotional development. This  approach to  PE  increased  in popularity  throughout 
the   twentieth  century,   although   the   ideas   were  not   particularly   new.   Ancient 
Athenians  are  credited  with  applying  learning  through the  physical,  and  this  idea 
re-emerged during  the  Renaissance  period.  The  public  schools  of England  in the 
mid-nineteenth century  accredited modern sport  to  the  development of muscular 
Christianity and  to the  learning  of British  colonialist  values and  dominant cultural 
ideals. The common thread  of a humanistic orientation towards PE running  through 
these  varying  periods  was the  promotion of and  concern  for  the  transmission  of 
valued cultural  practices. 
A humanistic PE  curriculum is learner  centred   and  relevant  to  student needs, 
interests   and  capabilities   (Kalakian   &  Goldman,  1976).   Within   the  context   of 









































Table 1. Sociocultural orientations in PE.
Characteristics Humanistic PE Critical  PE Postcritical PE
Aim of PE Holistic  development of individuals
through movement; promotion of 
harmony  and  transmission of cultural 
norms  and  values 
A community of equal  individuals  with 
the same needs  (the  purpose  is to end 
conflict) 
Challenges taken for granted 
assumptions relating  to power 
imbalances and  injustices  in movement 
contexts  through thinking  and action 
A diverse community of groups  with 
different  needs  (the  purpose  is to 
achieve justice and  equity) 
Embraces Other ways of knowing and being
through movement; explores  different 
possibilities  through creating  open,  honest 
spaces 
A diverse and complex  web of relations  where 
each contribution is unique,  insufficient,  and 
indispensable (the  purpose  is to create  new 
ways of being,  seeing, knowing,  and  relating) 
Knowledge  is socially constructed, fluid, and 
contextually  based  (e.g.,  ideas of justice and 
equity  are context  dependent) 
Ethical  relationship with Others;  values Other 
ways of knowing  and  being as offering new 
possibilities 
Dialogue  is open and ‘unscripted’;  Other  ways 
of knowing  and  being through movement 
contexts  are explored 
Sees society as 
. . .  
Nature of 
knowledge 
Fixed,  certain, and  based on universal
reason  and  rationality  (e.g.,  of personal 
achievement) 
Universal  values emphasising  harmony
and  social cohesion;  values normative 
practices 
Cooperative learning,  competitive 
games,  individual  and  social 
responsibility, traditional Western 
games 
Fixed, certain, and focused  on binaries
(e.g.,  ideals of justice and  right and 
wrong evident  in movement contexts) 
Universal  values emphasising  justice 
and  equity  and  tolerance  of Others 
Values
Activities Critical inquiry practices  relating to
movement contexts;  experiential 
learning  related  to critical incidents  in 
movement contexts 
To  develop critical thinkers  and 
participants of movement contexts;  to 
transmit fixed moral  ideals relating  to 
justice and  equity 
To  learn to think critically about  just 
and  equitable  factors  relating  to the 
movement culture 
Single truth  and  right response 
discounts other  possibilities;  tends 
towards  dogmatic  approach 
Role of teacher  To  facilitate the development of a fully
functional  individual;  to promote 
commonalities and  harmony 
To create open spaces for dialogue and  Other
expressions  of movement as legitimate 
Role of learner   To  realise full potential; to develop
cultural  norms  and  values for 
participation in society 
To explore different ways of seeing, knowing,
and being; to create  new possibilities  together
Limitations Based on normative practices; does not
develop critical participants of the 
movement culture 
The illusion of a democratic space; the
possible adoption of absolute  rather  than 
contextual relativism 
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through movement: fair play, dedication, cooperation, loyalty and competitiveness.
Hellison  (1973)  proposed four goals for a humanistic PE curriculum*the develop-
ment  of  self-esteem,  self-understanding,  self-actualisation and  interpersonal  rela-
tions.  The  PE  learning  area  of the  2007  NZC  reflects  some  of these  humanistic 
aspirations. For  example,  there  is a key emphasis  on learning  through movement, 
including  the development of social skills, the development of hau ora (a Maori 
expression meaning holistic wellbeing), and an understanding of the inter-relatedness 
of individuals,  others  and society. 
Teaching methods appropriate for a humanistic approach to PE tend  to be more 
students centred. In  a shift  away from  the  technical  teaching  of movement, Van 
Dalen  and Bennett (1971)  suggested  that  humanistic physical educators considered
‘how to teach as much as what to teach’ (p. 131). Useful examples of humanistic 
pedagogies  within PE include  the sport education model  (Siedentop, 1984)  and the 
social responsibility  model  (Hellison, 2003). 
While there are a number of key opportunities and benefits in implementing a 
humanistic approach in PE,  there  are  also limitations. Humanistic PE  is credited 
with  the  promotion  of  harmony,  consensus   and   the  transmission  of  dominant 
cultural   norms   and   ideals.   Advocates   argue   that   through  participation  in  PE, 
students are prepared to participate in society because  they develop highly desirable 
characteristics such  as cooperation, competitiveness, loyalty and  respect  for 
themselves  and  others  (Hellison, 1973;  Kalakian  & Goldman, 1976).  It  could  be 
argued   that   this   orientation  towards   PE   makes   a  valuable   contribution  to   a 
structural-functionalist worldview. 
It  could  also  be  argued  that  developing  the  aforementioned characteristics and 
values   enables   students  to   contribute  more   fully  as   consumers  within,   and 
contributors to, a capitalist society. The nature  of knowledge within a humanistic 
framework  tends  to be certain,  is based  on Western  reason,  and  has utility within a 
neoliberal  agenda.  Critics  of this orientation are concerned with the  potential this 
approach has  for advancing  neoliberal  ideals  (see,  for example,  Culpan & Bruce,
2007).   Because  the  main  feature  of  a  humanistic orientation  towards  PE  is the 
promotion  of,  and   concern   for  the   transmission  of  dominant  valued   cultural 
practices;   a  tension   presents   where  these  ideals  are  either   uncritically   accepted 
and/or  used to advance  neo-liberal  practices.  Kirk and Spiller (1994)  observed  that
‘Individual liberty in the political sphere is forcefully counterbalanced by the needs of 
capital, such as compliant and appropriately skilled human  resources  and a market of 
consumers’  (p.  89).  A humanistic orientation to PE,  may thus  be used  to prepare 
students who are able to contribute effectively (and uncritically)  to the market place.
Additionally,   a  humanistic approach subscribing   to  universal,  fixed  and  Euro-
centric ideals is unlikely to be able to create space for diversity, difference and Other 
ways  of  knowing  and  being  (Andreotti &  de  Souza,  2008).   In  my  own  PETE 
practice,  I have recently wrestled with the tension between ‘equality of sameness’ and
‘equality of difference’ as distinguished by Gilbert  (2005). Equality  of sameness 
encourages inclusion  of  Other  (minority) students in  the  classroom  through the 








































8 J. Bruce 
desirable,   critics argue  that   this position  does not allow difference   to  be  fore 
grounded (Andreotti & de  Souza,  2008;  Bruce  & Brown,  2010;  Gilbert,   2005). 
Through participation in this self-study project, I began to see that I was complicit in 
silencing Other  voices through humanistic, inclusive teaching  practices.  This may be 
simply understood through providing here an account of an adapted PE course that I 
taught  to PETE students. In this course,  I emphasised the need to adapt  regular PE 
activities so that  students with disabilities  could  be included. What  I privileged was 
the regular PE setting,  and my motivation was one of benevolence  towards  Other  in 
this  context.   What  I  did  not  do,  was  to  consider   with  PETE  students and  in 
conversation  with   people   with   disabilities,   how   the   regular   setting   could   be 
rearranged to foreground and  thus  privilege difference.  The  postcritical  and  critical 
PE orientations are, in part,  a response  to humanistic limitations. 
Critical physical education.   Whereas humanistic PE is perceived as learning  through 
movement, critical PE is perceived as both learning through and learning about 
movement.  A  critical   orientation  to  PE   is  concerned  with  questioning  taken- 
for-granted  assumptions  relating  to  power  imbalances and  injustices  within  PE, 
schools,  and  the  wider  movement  context   (Kirk  1988;  Kirk  &  Tinning,  1990; 
McKay  et al.,  1990;  Sage, 1993;  Fernandez-Balboa, 1997).  In particular, a critical 
approach to PE, drawing as it does on critical theory, questions the role of PE and of 
the movement culture in contributing to injustices that exist in schools and in society, 
and  as noted  earlier,  in contributing to a neo-liberal  agenda. 
A critical  approach to  PE  may allow one  to  challenge  the  previously  dominant 
scientised  view of PE  that  essentially  saw ‘man  as machine’  to  be  fine-tuned  for 
economic   productivity  (Charles,  1979).   A  critical   approach  to   PE   may   also 
contribute to challenging  the ‘alarming exploitative  nature  of many of the industries 
associated  with  the  [movement] culture’  (Culpan & Bruce,  2007,  p.  2).  Further- 
more,  it may challenge  the traditionally hegemonic nature  of PE and the movement 
culture   through  its  adoption  of  critical   thinking   and   critical   action   regarding 
injustices  reproduced through attitudinal issues  such  as  sexism,  racism,  able-ism 
and  homophobia. 
Sparkes  (1996)  summarised critical  PE  as an  approach that  contributes to  the 
following understandings: 
(1) The PE culture  comprises groups with power and privilege and groups without 
power and  privilege. 
Social structures within the culture  of PE perpetuate this power imbalance. 
The  power and privilege people  have in PE is a vested interest  in maintaining 
the status  quo. 
The  powerless  and  under-privileged  in  PE  have  a  vested  interest  in  social 
change. 
The  competing interests  within  PE  create  an  inherent tension  that  lies just 











































A self-study exploring postcritical possibilities in physical education 9
(6)    The  critical  position  in PE asks questions that will lead to  change.  These
questions are designed  not for mere description but for raising consciousness. 
(7)  Critical  theorists  believe that  in changing  individual  and  group  consciousness
towards  PE,  change  will occur.  (p. 40) 
 
Within  the  PETE context  I have  worked  hard  as a critical  pedagogue to  engage 
students in critical dialogue relating to PE and to the wider movement culture. This 
critical position  is partially due to the shifting nature  of the PE learning  area of the 
NZC  (Ministry  of Education, 2007) that was amended slightly from the original 
curriculum document (Ministry  of Education, 1999).  These  documents positioned 
PE as socio-critical  in nature  (Culpan & Bruce,  2007).  Reflecting this socio-critical 
orientation, the PE learning area within the NZC  aims to develop within students ‘a 
sense of social justice’ (p. 22); create  spaces ‘in which students [may] contribute to 
healthy communities and environments by taking responsible  and critical action’ (p.
22);  and  facilitate  learning  that  ‘fosters  critical  thinking  and  action  and  enables 
students to understand the role and  significance  of physical activity’ (p. 23). 
Critical  pedagogy provides a pedagogical  approach to implementing a critical 
orientation to PE.  The  role of the  teacher  who utilises this approach is to develop 
within students, critical thinking  skills that challenge existing power imbalances (see, 
for  example,   Gillespie   &  Culpan,  2000).   The   critical  pedagogue  also  seeks  to 
establish  learning  environments that  are accepting  of difference  and are inclusive in 
orientation (Macdonald, 2003). 
While a critical orientation towards PE presents  the opportunity to challenge 
previously   held  hegemonic  practices   within  the  movement  culture,  I  began   to 
consider,  as an  outcome of engaging  in both  my own  self-study  and  the  broader 
research  project,  some  of the  limitations   of this  pedagogical  approach. I critique 
some of these in the next section while simultaneously exploring the nature  of a 
postcritical  contribution to the fields of PE and  PETE. 
Postcritical physical education 
 
As I moved deeper  into my self-study,  I began to explore the ways in which twenty-
first-century  constructs  of  knowing  and   being  morph   in  accordance  with   the 
theoretical  orientation employed.  Andreotti (2010), when  tracing  post  readings  of 
twenty-first-century curricula,  outlines two varying orientations of knowledge and 
learning*cognitive  adaptation and  epistemological pluralism.  She  notes  that  both 
perspectives  conceive of knowledge as contextual, partial and changing; however, the 
orientations have different theoretical  origins, and thus curricula  and pedagogical 
implications  also vary. Cognitive  adaptation draws  upon  postmodern ideas, 
considering  post as after modern (Claxton, 2008),  whereas epistemological pluralism 
considers  post  as ‘interrogation’*as  questioning modernity through post-colonial2 
and  postcritical  lenses. 
The point here is that any reading of knowledge and learning is undertaken through 







































10  J. Bruce 
project, requiring  the development of citizens who are instrumental in the building of 
a ‘knowledge economy’. Epistemological pluralism, however, engages with difference, 
critical literacies and explorations of other possibilities. It was through this lens that I 
began to consider  postcritical  possibilities for my own teaching  practice. 
Exploring   a  postcritical   orientation  towards  PE  may  be  primarily  understood 
through an interrogation of the critical. My purpose  in the remainder of this section 
therefore   is  to  firstly  deconstruct  a  critical  orientation  towards   PE  through an 
exploration  of  the  limitations   therein,  and   secondly   to  suggest   aspects   of  the 
postcritical  approach to teaching  and  learning  that  emerged  as a result  of my self- 
study  project. 
Regarding   an  interrogation  of  the  critical,  and  of  particular  relevance  to  this 
project,  is the exploration of varying conceptualisations of knowledge.  Some 
commentators argue that knowledge, when viewed from a critical pedagogical 
perspective,  tends to be conceptualised as fixed and certain (Lather, 1998; Duncum, 
2008).  Inherent within this view is an understanding that there is a single truth  and a 
right  response  (Sicilia-Camacho & Fernandez-Balboa, 2009;  Todd, 2009).  There 
are, for example, universal ideals of justice and equity, and there are fixed and certain 
truths  relating to concepts  such as oppression and power. Furthermore, it is generally 
understood that  binaries  exist. These  include,  for example,  right and  wrong,  those 
who  have  power  and  those  who  do  not,  and  the  outworking   of  just  and  unjust 
practices  (O’Sullivan  et al., 1992). 
These    fixed   notions    and   understandings   of   knowledge   lead   to   an   often 
predetermined and  right  response.   Critical  pedagogues  tend  to  know  where  they 
are  heading;  the  end  is a  given.  This  approach, Todd  (2009)   argues,  is heavily 
‘scripted’ and,  as such,  may limit possibilities  and resist complexities. Conversely,  a 
postcritical   perspective   proposes   that   knowledge   is  uncertain,  fluid,  contextual, 
complex and situated. Arguing from within a postcritical  paradigm, Duncum (2008) 
observes  that  ‘knowledge  is partial,  values are ambiguous, dilemmas  are profound 
and  resolutions are  rare’  (p.  254).  Rather  than  holding  a worldview  as fixed and 
certain,  those  who  adhere  to  a postcritical   approach do  not  have  predetermined 
solutions.  It is primarily through open dialogue that varying contradictions, problems 
and  possibilities  are explored  and  solutions  negotiated. 
These  significant  differences  regarding  conceptualisations of knowledge  impact 
directly upon my own teaching  practice.  I have had, in the past, a very strong agenda 
about  right ways of thinking and being, and during my teaching I have facilitated 
discussions  with a critical orientation to PE as a foundation. But such an orientation, 
I have come to realise, significantly affects pedagogical practices*the role, place and 
nature  of dialogue in the classroom,  in particular. I drew understanding from Freire’s 
(1998)  exploration of the  possibility  of the  importance of open  dialogue  and  the 
partiality  of knowledge.  He  wrote  that  in endeavouring to  reach  this  state  and  in 
order to safeguard himself against the pitfalls of fixed ideology, he found it important 
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. . . to be open to differences and to refuse the entrenched dogmatism that makes me 
incapable  of learning anything new. In essence, the correct posture  of one who does 
not  consider  him-  or herself  to  be the  sole possessor  of the  truth  or  the  passive 
object  of ideology  or gossip is the  attitude of permanent openness. Openness to 
approaching  and   being  approached,  to  questioning  and   being  questioned, to 
agreeing and disagreeing . . . knowing that I am learning  to be who I am by relating 
to what is my opposite.  (p. 119) 
 
This openness-the ability to be opens to possibilities-is at the heart of postcritical 
perspectives.   This  place  of  openness   is  a  place  of  humility  where  students and 
teachers   learn  together,  through  conversations that  are  created   in  open,  honest 
spaces.  These   ideas  have  directly  confronted  and  challenged   my  own  teaching 
practice.  I have noted  that  there  is reluctance among  the  students that  I teach  to 
engage in open and honest dialogue. If a student’s views are oppositional to my own, 
I  would  readily  debate.   Given  the  power  dynamics  implicit  within  a  traditional 
student-teacher  relationship, few students have continued to openly  oppose  views 
that  I have expressed.  At the  heart  of such  discussions,  from  my perspective  as a 
teacher,  is a need  to  make  meaning  from  what  a student says and  believes.  For 
example,  if a student holds  views that  are racist or sexist, my response  could  be to 
explore the reasons  for this, rather  than  to present  arguments refuting  their  claims. 
Furthermore, my role  could  be to  ask questions framed  in a way that  invites  the 
student  to  consider   other   possibilities   and   other   ways  of  viewing  a  particular 
perspective. 
This  ideal,  though, is a possible  limitation  of the  postcritical; the  illusion  of a 
democratic space. Given student-teacher power relationships, including  the admin- 
istering   of  assessment   practices,   and   the   power   relations   also  present   among 
student-student  relationships, I am not  sure  that  it is possible  to create  dialogical 
spaces  that   are  authentically  and   entirely   honest   and   open   (Ellsworth, 1989). 
However,  postcritical  conceptualisations of knowledge and learning are likely to take 
teachers  further  towards  this ideal than are, perhaps, the critical (Sicilia-Camacho & 
Fernandez-Balboa, 2009). 
Referencing  the work of Bakhtin,  Duncum (2008)  noted  that dialogical pedagogy 
as  a  postcritical   approach  acknowledges   multiplicity   of  views  and  the  constant 
interaction of meanings.  Spaces are sought  that  enable  an exploration of conflicting 
opinions   and  beliefs  without   judgement  or  higher  ground   moralising   (Tinning, 
2002).    Spivak’s   (2006)    observation  that   ‘culture   is  a   place   where   different 
explanations always collide’ (p.  360),  speaks  to the  inevitability,  and  I would  add, 
the  necessity  of  conflict.  The  challenge  as  a  postcritical   pedagogue is  to  create 
respectful,  open spaces for dialogue that encourage  conflicting student voices. 
Conflicting and  differing voices invite the possibility  for ontological  shifts and  for a 
resignification  of meanings  (de Souza,  2011). 
When  learning  about  the movement culture  in PE,  this shift towards  postcritical 
openness, dialogue  and meaning  making,  may contribute more  to student learning, 
than  resistance  experienced at  times  in  the  critical  pedagogical  space  (Ellsworth, 
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this shift to postcritical  possibilities, I recently wrote the following journal entry, after 
a critical  session  with  PETE students, where  one  of the  students recalled  a racist 
encounter that took place during a PE lesson he was leading. The students’  opinions 
regarding a ‘right’ response  were varied and conflicting,  and I resisted giving a ‘right’ 
response: 
 
Rather   than  seeking  to  represent myself  as  knower  and  ‘expert’,  I  allowed  the 
student voices to speak through the redirection of questioning. For example, when a 
student asked  me  for  a  ‘right’  response,   I  redirected this  question to  another 
student, who had raised the scenario. He was at first silent, and I wanted to jump in, 
but  I held  back  and  he  eventually  spoke  with  insight  and  wisdom,  offering  rich 
dialogue  to the discussion-richer than  anything  I had to offer. 
 
Through encouraging conflicting  views, allowing multiple  possibilities  to be openly 
explored   through  student-student  dialogue,   and   through  the  withholding   of  a 
‘right’ answer  on  my part,  I saw in  this  exchange,  a rich  and  open  conversation 
emerge. 
Regarding  the construction of postcritical  dialogue in PE and PETE programmes, 
Andreotti and  de Souza  (2008)  have developed  a pedagogical  approach that  could 
make a sound  contribution (Through Other Eyes; see www.throughothereyes.org.uk). 
Drawing  primarily  on a post-colonialist theoretical  position,  this approach uses four 
inter-linked  processes   to   explore   difference.    Of   particular  relevance   to   this 
discussion, for both  teacher  and  students, are  the  notions  of learning to listen and 
learning to learn. Learning  to listen requires  students and teachers  to develop hyper- 
self-reflexivity  through  keeping   ‘perceptions   constantly   under   scrutiny . . . [and] 
tracing  the  origins  and  implications   of our  assumptions’  (Andreotti & de  Souza, 
2008, p. 28). Learning  to listen means being truly open to other epistemological and 
ontological thought, and understanding that because these are social constructs, they 
are  historically   and   contextually   variable.   Learning   to  learn,   within   a  state   of 
humility,  allows students and teachers  to imagine other possibilities and to create an 
opportunity for  epistemological and  ontological   shifts  that  come  from  reflecting 
upon  different  thoughts, beliefs, attitudes and  understandings. 
This   exploration  of  other   possibilities   is  reflected   in  Sicilia-Camancho and 
Fernandez-Balboa’s  (2009)   description of postcritical   practice.  Their  emphasis  is 
on  exploring   ethical   rather   than   moral   perspectives.   A  critique   of  the  critical 
is concerned with  the  distinction that  positions  the  notion  of morals  as fixed and 
ethics  as  contextually   dependent.  Whereas   the  critical  tradition  offers  a  moral 
compass  that is largely fixed, defined,  and certain;  the postcritical  engages with 
possibilities  of  ethics  as  ethical  responsibility   towards  the  Other. Andreotti and 
Dowling (2004), drawing on the work of Spivak, Foucault and Levinas, convey ethics 
as ‘an ideal of relationship-a way of defining ourselves in relation to others’ (p. 606). 
They  go on to distinguish the difference  thus:  ‘Ethics, then,  deals with what type of 
human  relations  we envisage as desirable  or possible.  From  this perspective,  it is not 
the   same   as  morality,   which   describes   universalisable   principles   of  normative 
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During  my exploration of postcritical possibilities, a discussion took place  in a 
critical PETE class about  an ethical dilemma  presented to a PE teacher.  Afterwards, 
I wrote this journal  entry: 
 
When  the  ethical  dilemma  was presented, the  class  was divided  and  discussion 
became  heated.  Again  I held  back.  I didn’t  have  to  be  the  knower,  the  expert; 
I allowed the discussion  to close without  having to ‘‘tie up loose ends’’. Instead, we 
sat with  the  messiness,  the  complexities  and  the  contradictions. I didn’t  feel the 
need  to give the ‘‘right answer’’. 
 
The  distinction been  morals  and  ethics outlined  by Andreotti and  Dowling  (2004) 
has   strong   implications    for   my  own   practice   as  I  continue  to   explore   and 
accommodate shifts  from  critical  to  postcritical  pedagogies.  This  ethical  compass 
also has the advantage  of providing  direction  that is responsive  to criticisms of post- 
traditions as an ‘anything goes’ or nihilistic approach. Rather  than being guided by a 
fixed, predetermined moral  code,  I may consider  an ethical  responsibility  towards 
others  as contextually  dependent. There  is freedom  to move within varying 
possibilities, guided by responsibility  (including  of course, legal educational 
requirements).  This   distinction  is  important  in  safeguarding  against   potential 
nihilism.  The  postcritical  project  suggested  here  seeks to  move  beyond  providing 
students with knowledge regarding  legislative requirements of non-discriminatory 
practice,  to inviting ontological  shifts in core beliefs and  attitudes. 
Outcomes: the  shifting process 
 
In this section  I return  to the self-study  process,  and  in particular my own journey 
through  shifting  conceptualisations  of  knowledge   and   learning,   in  light  of  the 
previous  discussion  on various  PE  perspectives.  The  shifts in thinking  and  under- 
standing  that I experienced as I journeyed  through my study centred  on engagement 
with  twenty-first-century  notions   of  knowledge  and  learning.   In  particular, as  a 
critical pedagogue, I began to consider  not only the strengths  and the limitations  of 
a critical pedagogical approach to PE and PETE but also postcritical  possibilities and 
challenges.  This shifting process was profoundly unsettling and difficult, as I was 
confronted with  both  epistemological and  ontological  challenges  to  my worldview 
and  consequential teaching  practice. 
Berger  (2004)  articulates much  of what  I experienced throughout  this  shifting 
process.  She describes  the process  as one of moving  towards  the edge of knowing, 
and she reflects on both the cognitive and emotional challenges of engagement while 
being on the edge. For me, being on the edge of knowing felt like a dance*a dance 
on  the  edge.  Learning   new  steps  was  difficult  and  frustrating,  but  it  was  also 
exhilarating  and freeing as I began to conceptualise new ways of knowing and seeing, 
and  therein  new  possibilities.  However,  dancing  on  the  edge  was  also  a  time  of 
intense  inconsistencies, contradictions, and  confusions. It is no wonder  that  many 
people  resist  the  shifting  process  and  pull  back  from  the  dance*from  the  edge 
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To  be  honest,   most  of the  time  I am confused. When people ask me how  the 
research  is going, or what the project  is about,  I actually  don’t  know what to say. 
I stumble  and trip over words. On one level I know, but its intuitive knowing. If [my 
mentor] explains  things  from  a ‘‘post’’ perspective,   I’m,  like,  yes, that’s  it.  But 
don’t  know how to explain things  myself. 
 
The   confusion   I  experienced  and   the  inability  to  articulate  tacit  knowing   are 
consistent  with  transformative  processes  (Polanyi,   1967;  Keegan,   1994;  Berger, 
2004).   Part  of  the  difficulty  was  in  not  having  a  new  language  to  express  what 
I  implicitly   knew.   Polanyi,   when   exploring   the   possibility   of  tacit   knowledge, 
reportedly  said that  ‘one often  reaches  a . . . [conclusion] and  only later  constructs 
an argument that  leads  up  to it’ (Scott  & Moleski,  2005,  p. 208).  This  reasoning 
resonated with me as I danced  on the edge of new possibilities,  excited  about  what 
was within reach,  yet unable  to articulate things  clearly. 
Another   part  of the  difficulty  of  engaging  with  transformative processes  is,  of 
course,  the  fear of letting  go of what  is normative and  habitual  in order  to engage 
with what is only partly unknown. As Berger (2004)  notes,  ‘. . . the hardest  piece of 
transformation is the  ‘‘neutral  zone’’ when  the  past  is untenable and  the  future  is 
unidentifiable’  (p.  344).  These  words  certainly  reflected  how  I  felt  as  a  critical 
pedagogue. Through an interrogation of the  critical,  I could  now see not  only the 
opportunities and uses but also the limitations, yet I was still unsure  of what the 
postcritical  implications  for my work in PETE would be. 
Through this self-study  project  and  10 months  of active engagement with ‘post’ 
possibilities,  I increasingly  embraced the opportunities that  were inherent within an 
epistemological pluralistic  paradigm (Andreotti, 2010).  What  I found  in this place 
was  freedom*to  make  mistakes,   to  sit  with  the  messiness   of  complexity   and 
uncertainty, and  to  explore  new  possibilities  without  a dogmatic  fear of getting  it 
wrong.  And  what  this meant  for my thinking  and  practice  with respect  to PE  and 
PETE was that  I began  to critique  varying sociocultural orientations (humanistic, 
critical and postcritical). My search was not on what was right or wrong, but on what 
each  conceptualisation could  offer. I was interested in both  the  opportunities and 
limitations  of each conceptualisation; for the ‘uses’ in a particular context. 
Conclusion 
 
This  self-study  provided  me with the  opportunity to explore  sociocultural orienta- 
tions  in  PE  that  are  responsive  to  shifting  conceptualisations of  knowledge  and 
learning in twenty-first-century contexts  beyond those pertaining to traditional 
humanistic  and   critical   paradigms.  My  self-study   led  me  to  conclude   that   a 
postcritical  orientation presents  one such possibility. 
Bullough  and  Pinnegar  (2001)   note  that  ‘The  aim  of self-study  is to  provoke, 
challenge  and  illuminate  rather  than  to confirm  and  settle’ (p.  20).  Engaging  with 
shifting conceptualisations led me to dance on the edge of different possibilities, and 
like Bullough and Pinnegar, I also found the experience to be provocative, challenging 
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constructs  of  knowledge   that  also resist a settling,   and as such, present   useful 
possibilities for future self-study projects in the sociocultural research fields of PE and 
PETE particularly. 
The  varying sociocultural conceptualisations of PE that I present  in this paper are 
by no  means  exhaustive  of what  is available.  However,  they  do  reflect  variations 
available  to  me  as  a  teacher  educator within  a  New  Zealand   context.   Through 
this self-study,  I have concluded that varying sociocultural orientations each has 
strengths  and  limitations  and  as such  can  be  valued  for  its usefulness  in  a given 
context.  The twenty-first  -century, postmodern context  that we now live in, presents 
unique  challenges  for PE and  PETE. Therefore, unique  curricula  and  pedagogical 
possibilities need to be developed,  explored and critiqued further  if we are to become 
relevant,  responsive and effective in this post-era. An introductory exploration of 
postcritical  possibilities and challenges presented in this paper is one attempt at 
advancing  the post-project within PE and  PETE contexts. 
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Notes 
1. Postmodern conceptualisations of education reflect postmodern constructs. These   con- 
structs   are  understood to  be  characterised  in  part,  by  a  rejection   of  modernist under- 
standings  of absolute  truth  and  fixed reality.  Postmodernity is considered to be a time  of 
dynamic  and constant change,  where knowledge  and identities  are socially constructed and 
reconstructed for their  usefulness.  Thus, changes  to educational practices  are required  to 
prepare  students who are able to contribute creatively, engage diversely, and value partiality 
of knowledge  in order  to adapt  within rapidly changing  societies. 
Postcolonial  theory  challenges  colonial  and  predominantly Western  (or  minority  world) 
thought  through  privileging   and   foregrounding  ‘Other’   ways  of  knowing   and   being. 
Traditional Western  thought is problematised, challenged  and disrupted and there is an 
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ABSTRACT: Physical education (PE) in Aotearoa/New Zealand (NZ) has undergone significant
 
conceptual shifts since its’ official inception in 1909. Arguably the most seismic shift in 
curriculum direction came with the introduction of a socio-critical approach to health and 
physical education in 1999. The purpose of this book chapter is to provide a brief descriptive 
overview of historical and current developments in PE in NZ with a particular focus on current 
curriculum, pedagogical practices that reflect a socio-critical approach to PE and a future vision. 
Implementation of such an approach has not been unproblematic within a neo-liberal context, 
and the resultant tensions and challenges will be critiqued here. Considerations for future 
directions will be framed within a post-tradition critique. 
KEYWORDS: New Zealand, Physical Education, Critical Constructivist Pedagogy, Neo-
 
liberalism, Curriculum, Postmodern 
Introduction
 
NZ has long been considered a sporting nation. Compared with other nations, participation in 
sport and recreation contexts has always been relatively high. Today the majority of children and 
young people participate in sport and recreation activities over a sustained period of time (Sport 
New Zealand, 2012) and Health and PE is firmly established as a mandated subject within the 
New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) (Ministry of Education, 2007). Nevertheless, in spite of the 







In this book chapter we will explore challenges, tensions and opportunities for PE through a
 
range of perspectives. Throughout the chapter we will give attention to the ways in which current 
and future practices of PE within NZ seek to address the GoFPEP 2010 Consensus Statement. 
Firstly, we will provide an overview of how the historical development of PE has been shaped by 
political, economic, and cultural discourses. This will include a critique of the current effects of 
neo-liberal and far right policy on PE developments. In particular, we will highlight the way in 
which policy direction that contradicts the intent of the PE curriculum, has led to significant 
confusion among teachers about the subject, as well as a recent problematic move to outsource 
PE to private corporate providers who have little curriculum or pedagogical knowledge. Within a 
seemingly bleak context there are also hopeful and promising innovations that reflect a dynamic 
and progressive PE curriculum, consistent with GoFPEP objectives. 
Given limited scope here we will focus particularly upon recent initiatives that seek to 
embrace a radically socio-critical perspective of PE which is progressive and innovative. The 
release of the Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (NZHPE) 
(Ministry of Education, 1999) re-signified the nature of PE in NZ. This mandated curriculum 
document drew upon critical theoretical and humanistic frameworks to challenge the dominance 
of a scientised view of PE, as well as hegemonic practices often present within PE and sporting 
contexts in NZ society. While humanistic approaches to PE are not new, the critical dimension 
here drawing upon critical theory did create a previously uncharted context in which to operate. 
The nature of this futuristic curriculum shift, and corresponding pedagogical implications will be 
explored in this chapter. Finally, we will turn to some of the limitations of this socio-critical shift 
embedded within humanistic and critical dimensions, and we will present thoughts about the 
need for ongoing change. 
History
 
The history of PE in NZ is relatively short but enormously rich with a range of diverse 
developments.  Prior to European settlement in the early 1800’s,  indigenous Māori  participated 
in a rich array of physical cultural practices which, in only recent times, have problematically 
been formalised into the NZHPE. It was not until the government’s profoundly influential 






and compulsory.  The Act did not provide any set PE syllabus but did introduce physical training
 
and military drill into the school curriculum for the first time.  The emphasis on military drill and 
formal physical exercise was not surprising given that NZ was colonised by the British, and any 
initiative in the colony was to contribute to ensuring that the British Empire remained dominant 
and enduring. Since that time, NZ PE has moved beyond the military focus and has shifted in 
and out of various curricular conceptual orientations. Four conceptual orientations have 
dominated: Motor Skill Development for Personal and Social Growth, Physical Activity and 
Fitness Development for Personal Health, Sport Education and the Scientisation of Movement, 
and Socio-critical Physical Education (Culpan, 2011). 
Each orientation had internal coherence and indeed a legitimacy that PE utilised. The first 
three orientations did accentuate diversity but lacked general PE curriculum consensus. This lack 
of consensus was also prevalent in almost every other curriculum subject and culminated with a 
massive school curriculum reform in the 1990’s. These reforms aligned the schooling system 
with an economic and political neo-liberal agenda.  The curriculum reform provided the impetus 
for the fourth and futuristic Socio-critical PE conceptual orientation which for the first time in 
NZ’s history Health and PE curricula were integrated into one curriculum statement.  An 
analysis of the socio-critical orientation will be provided later in the future visions section of this
 
chapter. 
Current State of Well-being of Children and Youth 
 
The New Zealand Health Survey (NZHS) (Ministry of Health, 2006/2007) reported that the 
majority of New Zealanders are in good health and have excellent access to health care services. 
Despite this, youth suicide, youth inactivity (although the recent Sport NZ (2012) research report 
suggests otherwise), teenage pregnancy, low education achievement, poor nutritional habits and 
obesity are all aspects of concern (NZ Treasury, 2002).  Given the limited scope of this paper, 
only physical activity and obesity will be commented on here. 
While children and young people living in NZ have had a history of active engagement in PE 
and sport, reports (Ministry of Health, 2003; Sport Recreation NZ, 2001) have suggested a 
declining rate of youth participation in sport and physical activity.  However recent research 







activity is higher than previously believed.  Key findings from Sport New Zealand’s Young
 
People’s Survey (Sport NZ, 2012) report that almost all young people take part in some sport or 
recreation activities on a regular basis (one or more times a week). On average, young people 
take part in 3 to 5 activities regularly and participation levels are high for boys (90% in years 1- 
13) and 90% for girls years 1-10 (and 80%, years 11-13). Indeed findings indicate that that the 
majority of young people spend 3 plus hours a week participating in sport and recreation 
activities.  Furthermore, most 10 to 18 year olds (80% of boys and 70% of girls) engage in 
competitive sport through local sport clubs or school teams.  While these results are encouraging, 
Sport NZ indicates that participation is higher for boys than girls, it drops off in the teenage 
years, particularly for girls, and participation varies across ethnic groups where young Asians are 
less active compared to European, Māori or Pacific Island youth. In analysing the key insights 
there seems to be no statistical evidence giving insight into the activity patterns of young people 
with disabilities.  Drawing from these findings Sport NZ has reconfirmed its priorities for young 
people’s active involvement in sport and physical activities (Sport NZ, 2012).  Missing from 
these priorities is any specific reference to the challenges facing lower activity engagement by 
ethnic groups and specific strategies for those with disability.  Given the disadvantages and 
challenges that many of these groups face it is suggested here that a clear and specific priority 
needs to be developed. 
In terms of obesity levels for young people, NZHS (Ministry of Health, 2006/07) report that 
 
8.3% were obese and that 20% are overweight.  Evidence suggests that obesity levels are higher 
among Pacific Island and Māori youth when compared with NZ European cohort. In determining 
the extent of obesity levels one of the main areas of criticism by some scholars, is the use of the 
Body Mass Index (BMI) as a key evaluative measure (see for example, Gard, 2004).  This 
criticism challenges the inaccuracy of the BMI as a measure of body fatness.  The argument 
suggests that BMI is a crude measure for diagnosis and that it takes no account of ethnicity, sex 
differences, bone density, and activity level. 
Nevertheless, given the statistics presented in the NZHS report, NZ governments have taken a 
key interest in youth well-being. Initiatives announced by the Government in 2001 included a 
food and beverage classification system, national guidelines for food and nutrition in schools and







initiatives have created concern amongst physical educators – particularly physical activity
 
programmes devoid of educative value. They argue that physical activity and sport based 
programmes that do not have an educative focus essentially remove the education from PE, and 
challenge its’ legitimacy (Culpan, 2005). Furthermore many of these initiatives are driven by the 
political economy and as governments change so to do the interventions.  Consequently there 
seems to be no enduring strategy for the well-being of children in schools which creates 
confusion amongst teachers regarding the nature of PE, and also opens opportunities for 
corporate providers to offer their version of PE which has profit at the core and the learning 
needs of the student at the periphery. 
Current Practices and Links to GoFPEP Consensus Statement
 
The NZHPE curriculum, initially written in 1999 and cosmetically revised in the NZC 
(Ministry of Education, 2007), is outcomes/achievement based, has eight graduated and 
progressive learning levels and has four underlying concepts: Hauora (Well-being), Health 
Promotion, a Socio-ecological Perspective and an integrated set of Attitudes and Values.   These 
four underlying concepts are reflected in four strands (Personal Health and Physical 
Development, Movement Concepts and Motor Skills, Relationships with Others, and Healthy 
Communities and Environments) that weave their way through all of the achievement objectives 
to ensure that there is a progressive learning coherence and continuity to school programmes. 
This new and oft claimed liberating mandate for PE sets out a learning framework to assist 
students to understand the diverse meanings and practices associated with the physical and
movement cultures (Burrows, 2004). Specifically the NZHPE set out to provide a broader, and
21st arguably century vision for PE by: encouraging the development of holistic practices
drawing on critical and humanistic dimensions of learning; providing alternative visions about
 
what it might mean to be physically educated; providing a socio-ecological value orientation
and anchoring it in social critique that acknowledges the inter-relatedness of science, social, moral
and ethical dimensions; promoting debate and discussion on possible alternative pedagogies;
engendering debate around hidden curriculum discourses; and acknowledging national and
international cultural orientations and practices (Culpan, 2008). 







(Table 1). In particular, the vision places an emphasis upon constructivist pedagogies and the
 
advancement of socially just and culturally diverse movement contexts. To achieve the PE vision, 
a socio-critical positioning for PE was necessitated. This specifically sought to redress dominant 
practices associated with the scientisation of movement and its corresponding emphasis on 
individualism (Culpan & Bruce, 2007). 
In conceptualizing PE in this manner four important constructs have been identified (Culpan, 
 
2005). Firstly, the NZHPE promotes the notion of a lived body which provides the centrality of 
human embodiment where one’s mode of consciousness allows individuals to recognize their 
existence, and to explore their personal essence in a quest for development. The second construct 
focuses on promoting a holism that moves beyond individualism and the individualist notions of 
self to recognize ‘the other’. Here the importance of a socio-ecological perspective (Jewitt, 1994) 
is adopted to incorporate the inter-relatedness of self, others and society – both for current and 
future practice. The curriculum inclusion of the underlying concept: Socio-ecological 
Perspective provides the curriculum with a philosophical position by which teachers and students 
could challenge constructs and assumptions within the discipline and expose the power relations 
(Ministry of Education, 2004). The central premise behind the Socio-ecological Perspective is 
that movement in all its cultural forms is not alienated, separated or isolated from its broader 
social, political, economic, moral and cultural contexts or relations. An example of these 
constructs being manifested in current practice is evident in the following NZHPE statement: 
Students will come to understand the social, cultural, economic and 
environmental   factors   that   influence   attitudes,   beliefs   and   practices 
associated   with   sport.   They  will   critically   examine   sport   from   the 
viewpoints of the school and society as a whole (Ministry of Education, 
1999, p.44). 
The third construct in the NZHPE made evident the powerful inter-relationship of the
 
physical, social, mental and emotional, and spiritual dimensions of well-being. This construct 
(Hauora/Wellbeing) highlights that previous practices of focusing on the physical at the expense 
of social, mental and emotional, and spiritual dimensions essentially limited opportunities for 








meaning. The fourth construct of the NZHPE is the promotion of critique in order to signal that
 
PE is part of the broader social, political, moral, economic and cultural contexts in which 
individuals and collectives operate. Indeed the focus on critique unabashedly embraces a critical 
pedagogical approach within PE (Culpan & Bruce, 2007) and will be discussed further in the 
following section. 
Table 1 illustrates the changes that have occurred from previous PE curricula to current and 





































The ‘new’ Curricular 




HPE in the 21st 
Century 
 
Motor skill development 
for personal and social 
growth 
The focus is on physical 
skill development and the 
physical aspects of 
movement. 
 
 Focuses on all aspects of 
the movement culture: 
i.e. learning in, through 
and about movement and 
the physical, social, 
spiritual and mental and 
emotional aspects of 
well-being. 
 
Concerned with all 










Physical activity and 
fitness development for 
personal health 
Health promotion is for 
physical health through 
physical activity and 
fitness 
 
 Health promotion is 
conceptualised in a 
holistic manner and the 
development of policies 




of healthy active 
lifestyles including 
an awareness of 





dominated by sport and 
the various roles within. 




 Movement is 
conceptualised in its 
broadest sense - 
significance, influence 
and functions of 
movement from both an 





Sport education is 
not a focus 
 
Pedagogy 
Teaching is characterised 
by the direct style: “This 
is how you do it” It tends 
to be gender bias and 
inequitable. 
 
 Teaching style is 
inquiry-based and 
reflective. It encourages 
critical thought and 
challenges existing 
practice, and 
assumptions. It is 






participation in the 
learning process; 








As Table 1 indicates, there are many parallels operating between PE within NZ and the
 
GoFPEP Consensus Statement. The prevailing themes that resonate between these two contexts 
are firstly, an awareness of the need to address the cultural context of PE to ensure that PE 
practices are socially just, ethical, and culturally responsive and secondly, the emphasis placed 
upon constructivist, student centred pedagogical approaches. The constructivist learning 
approach emphasised in both contexts seeks to address the needs of 21st century learners who are
 
required within knowledge societies to develop critical thinking skills, creativity, competence 
within culturally diverse settings, and the construction of new knowledges. There are a number 
of innovative PE pedagogical models currently being implemented within NZ that seek to 
address the constructivist and socio-critical nature of the curriculum. The following section will 
provide a critique of such innovations and related issues. 
Unique Curricular Models and Community Programs 
 
As the previous section indicates, the release of the NZHPE curriculum (Ministry of 
Education, 1999) and the NZC (Ministry of Education, 2007) signalled a significant shift in the 
way that PE was conceptualised. The NZC includes a dedicated section on effective pedagogical 
approaches and teachers are encouraged to adopt constructivist approaches such as 
“encourag[ing] reflective thought and action” and “facilitat[ing] shared learning” (p.34). While a 
range of constructivist and student centred PE curricular models have been implemented that 
reflect the curriculum intent, there has also been resistance (Petrie, 2008). While interviewing 
and surveying primary school teachers, Petrie found that most participants in her study preferred
  component.  
Nature of Movement 
A very scientific view of 
movement. Skills and 
fitness are measured for 
performance. 
 
 The scientific, physical, 
social, economic, ethical 
and political dimensions 
of movements are 









and planning; the 
cultural context is 
considered and 









to use a teacher directed curriculum/pedagogical model when teaching PE.   A range of reasons
 
were given for this including inadequate teacher training and development, and confusion 
relating to the curriculum and to the nature of PE. 
Despite some resistance, there are a number of social constructivist curricular models that have 
become well established, particularly in secondary school PE programmes (Dyson, Gordon 
& Cowan, 2011). Examples of these include Teaching Games for Understanding (Bunker & 
Thorpe, 1982; Griffin & Butler, 2005), Sport Education (Siedentop, 1994), Personal and Social 
Responsibility (Hellison, 2008), and Mosston’s Spectrum of Teaching Styles (Mosston & 
Ashworth, 2002). While these curricular models are by no means unique to NZ, widespread use 
of them, especially in secondary schools, does reflect the shift in thinking about the nature of PE. 
What is unique to NZ, however, is a range of developing curricular models that seek to respond 
to the socio-critical curriculum intent. Due to the limited scope of this paper, we will focus on 3 
such curricular models and/or approaches: namely, Te Ao Kori, Olympism Education, and Socio-
critical PE pedagogical approaches of which 2– the Critical Analysis Process and the Action 
Competence Learning Process will be highlighted. 
Te Ao Kori 
Te Ao Kori1 is defined as “a Māori celebration of life through movement and its many 
expressions” (Ministry of Education, n.d.). This curriculum model incorporates Māori 
knowledge of physical cultural practices and culturally responsive pedagogical practice. Te Ao 
Kori was developed from Te Reo Kori2 and recognises a broader depth of movement contexts, 
and has a greater emphasis on Māori tikanga3. In Te Ao Kori each learning experience (for 
example, ti rakau4) incorporates whakapapa5, tikanga, and te reo6. 
Additionally, all learning experiences are taught using culturally responsive pedagogical 
approaches, for example, tuakana/teina which recognises that there is a reciprocal relationship




















approach to learning that encourages the teacher and the students to work together as a whanua7 
to develop Māori knowledge, skills and attitudes. This pedagogical approach recognises that 
there is educative value in Te Ao Kori for both non Māori and Māori, and also for the teacher, 
who may or may not have significant Māori knowledge. 
Despite the availability of teaching and learning resources and professional development 
opportunities for physical educators, Te Ao Kori has not become a common practice in NZ 
schools (Erueti and Hapeta, 2011). A lack of confidence and knowledge of Te Ao Māori (the 
“world” of Māori) and fear of misrepresentation have oft been cited as primary reasons for this 
(Erueti & Hapeta, 2011; Palmer, 2000; Salter, 2000). However Hokowhitu’s (2004) critique runs 
deeper. Drawing upon postcolonial theory, Hokowhitu argues that non Māori teachers retreat 
from Te Ao Kori because they fail to see value in teaching from a different worldview, or cultural 
perspective. He contends that unless physical educators are “decolonised” (p. 79) and are able to 
see value in Te Ao Māori, a bicultural approach to PE will not be achieved. This remains 
arguably one of the greatest challenges for teaching and teacher education in NZ. 
Olympism Education
 
Responding to the socio-critical intent embedded within the NZHPE curriculum, Culpan and 
Wigmore (2010) recently proposed a curriculum model for Olympism Education which aims to 
address some of the limitations of previously established Olympic Education models.  As is 
evident from their use of the term ‘Olympism Education’ rather than ‘Olympic Education’, 
Culpan and Wigmore propose Olympism rather than the Olympic games, be the primary focus. 
Such an approach places emphasis on a values based exploration of movement contexts, an 
exploration of Olympic Ideals, and learning through movement. Additionally, and in line with 
critical pedagogical approaches, Culpan and Wigmore have argued that Olympism Education 
programmes include a dedicated social justice focus, aiming to raise awareness of injustices 
present within movement cultures, in particular the Olympic Games and the Olympic Movement. 
Examples include the commodification of the Olympic Games, access and equity, the moral and 










Olympism Education reflects the socio-critical nature of the NZHPE curriculum in a number of
 
ways. An emphasis on values exploration through participation in a range of movement contexts 
is aligned to the Attitudes and Values underlying concept. Additionally, the dedicated social 
justice focus reflects the intent of both the underlying concepts and the nature of PE partially 
defined as “fostering critical thinking and action” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 23).  Indeed 
Olympism Education promotes a critical Olympism drawing on critical pedagogy. 
Socio-critical PE Pedagogical Approaches
 
The Socio-critical PE orientation was developed in the mid 1990’s and is now embedded 
within the NZHPE (Culpan, 2011). The approach drawing on a socio-ecological perspective aims 
to encourage students to move skilfully, develop enjoyable active lifestyles, and engage in 
critically reflective processes. The focus is on all aspects of the movement culture in order to 
promote social justice, inclusive and equitable practices around sport, physical activity and 
physical recreation. This approach challenges the neo-liberal agenda associated with rampant 
individualism, scientised technocratic sportive, fitness and performance based content and the 
traditional patriarchal games that seems to dominate many PE programmes. While there is not 
scope here to explore all of the socio-critical pedagogical approaches currently being 
implemented within NZ, we will highlight a critical constructivist curriculum model developed 
by Gillespie and McBain (2011) during the mid-2000s and which is now used widely by PE 
 
teachers in NZ secondary schools. 
 
Seeking to redress the theory to practice nexus oft criticised in critical pedagogical literature, 
Gillespie and McBain (2011) developed the Critical Analysis Process (CAP) which aims to give 
PE teachers a tangible tool to use with students when introducing them to critical perspectives 
relating to power imbalances and injustices inherent within movement culture, including sport 
and PE. CAP primarily focuses on the development of critical thinking skills, with a challenge to 
consider taking action to address injustices. CAP begins with the introduction of an experience, 
dilemma, or unjust occurrence within the movement culture. Students are invited, through a 
series of carefully scaffolded questions, to identify and challenge taken for granted assumptions, 
 







its’ practicality and usefulness, particularly for students unfamiliar with the processes of
 
criticality (Gillespie & McBain, 2011). 
 
A recent symposium on Criticality in Health and Physical Education (held at the University 
of Auckland, NZ, 2012) highlighted the on-going struggles, dilemmas, opportunities, and 
tensions that present when seeking to employ a critical pedagogical approach to teaching PE. In 
NZ, the strength of adopting such an approach has been highlighted through the implementation 
of critical thinking and inquiry models in particular (see for example, Gillespie and McBain, 
2011). Nevertheless, one particular struggle for the implementation of criticality in PE lies in the 
lack of active participation that is evident in related curriculum areas such as Health and Outdoor 
Education (Bruce, Martin and Brown, 2011). While the NZC (Ministry of Education, 2007) 
places high value on the importance of community engagement and active citizenship, there are a 
limited number of curricular models available that reflect this shift in PE specifically. In a recent 
study reviewing curriculum implementation, it was found that: 
Teachers have different views about the meaning and importance of ‘taking 
action’ as a learning step, with some saying this is an aspect of their 
school’s inquiry learning model that they are most unsure about. This idea 
of students ‘taking action’ to address local or global concerns is one of the 
underpinnings of the NZC. That is, the curriculum suggests that students are 
active participants now, rather than being prepared for the role in the future. 
(Hipkins, Cowie, Boyd, & McGee, 2008, p.24) 
Enabling students to become ‘active participants now’ requires a level of action competence
 
which Schnack (1994) defines as “capability – based on critical thinking and incomplete 
knowledge – to involve yourself as a person with other persons in responsible actions and 
counter actions for a more humane world” (p.90). One curriculum model that seeks to develop 
action competence in NZ Health classes also has useful currency in PE.  The Action Competence
 
Learning Process model was designed by Tasker (2000) in order to address the curriculum call 
 
to develop students as active participants in communities, schools, and classrooms. The model is 
based on a linear process that begins with students identifying an unjust personal, school, 
community or societal issues requiring change. Students then engage in a process of critical 






of an action based model that may be usefully transferred to PE contexts. While PE is defined as
 
a learning area that “fosters critical thinking and action” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p.23), 




The previous sections have sought to explore links between current practices of PE in NZ and 
the GoFPEP Consensus Statement. In particular, the constructivist pedagogical approaches to 
learning and the socio-critical focus of both contexts were highlighted to illustrate the way in 
which PE in NZ is progressing toward 21st century understandings of knowledge and learning. 
Like many other nation states, NZ is emerging as a postindustrial knowledge based society, and 
this requires significant shifts in the nature education and schooling. The recent release of the 
NZC (Ministry of Education, 2007) has sought to reconceptualise the nature of knowledge and 
learning by emphasising the need for students to be prepared as lifelong learners within an 
increasingly globalised, technological, and culturally diverse society (Bolstad & Gilbert, 2012). 
We have highlighted in the previous sections how PE in NZ has attempted to address this shift 
within a critical, humanistic liberating framework developed out of a modernist context. There is 
an inherent tension when seeking to address 21st century needs of learners through modernist 
frameworks of critical humanism. While the employment of critical humanism has presented 
many progressive opportunities, there are also tensions, contradictions and limitations that 
require mention in this concluding section. 
Any reading of PE that seeks to wrestle with ‘post’ traditions8 in the NZC will partially 
 
diverge from the socio-critical perspective mandated through the NZHPE curriculum  as this was 
founded upon modern critical humanism and this orientation is problematicised within ‘post’ 
readings (Bruce, 2011; Peters & Burbules, 2004).  Modern education projects have been 
criticised for tendencies toward the teleological idea of human progress, ethnocentricism, 
paternalism, and unproblematic readings of certainty, and of the creation of rational, centred, 
autonomous subjects (Andreotti, 2010).  Additionally, ‘post’ readings of the nature of knowledge









context dependency, and constant change (Gilbert, 2005). Learning therefore, that is more
 
responsive to this reconceptualisation is likely to be productive, creative – more dynamic. 
 
While there is not the scope here to explore the nature of these ‘post’ shifts in significant 
depth, it is useful to provide one framework for considering future curriculum direction. 
Andreotti (2010) draws an important distinction between ‘post’ as after, namely cognitive 
adaptation, and ‘post’ as interrogation, namely epistemological pluralism.  Cognitive adaptation 
essentially views postmodernity as a teleological progression from the modernist project, 
including capitalism, and the embrace of postindustrialisation as an expression of late capitalism. 
A recently report on future-oriented learning in NZ (Bolstad & Gilbert, 2012) provides a 
comprehensive example of this cognitive adaptation view. In line with neo-liberal policy, 
personalised, individualised learning is privileged. Furthermore, engagement with diversity and 
difference are perceived as strengths because it is argued that learners educated “for diversity” 
(p.3) will be able to make worthwhile contributions to a global, economic context. That is to say 
that proficiency of engagement with diversity has capital value. 
Contrasting this cognitive adaptation perspective is that of epistemological pluralism 
(Andreotti, 2010). This view is concerned with an interrogation of the ‘darker side’ of modernity 
(Mignolo, 2011). Here (mono-epistemic) violence inherent within the failed modern project are 
critiqued, and a call for alternative perspectives and visions made. An epistemological pluralistic 
approach seeks to challenge ethnocentrism and grand narratives that privilege certain ways of 
knowing. One example of an epistemological pluralistic perspective is highlighted earlier in this 
book chapter. When critiquing Te Ao Kori, Hokowhitu (2004) argues that failure for widespread 
implementation of this indigenous approach to teaching PE is embedded within teacher 
resistance to understanding a different worldview, or cultural perspective. This view differs from 
that of critical humanistic argument for Te Ao Kori which is more likely to be based on the need 
for further professional development as a solution to implementation, rather than an interrogation 
of the nature of professional development programmes that continue to reproduce mono- 
epistemic practice. 
Future visions of PE that are response to ‘post’ perspectives require considered and critical 
thinking. For NZ physical educators this will require a careful critique of the current 






frameworks. While we would argue here (in line with the GoFPEP Consensus Statement) that a
critical direction is necessary within the current neo-liberal context, how this is shaped and 
enacted, requires innovative and ‘post’ responsive innovations that move beyond the limitations 
of critical humanism (Bruce, 2011). 
Summary
 
In this book chapter we have provided an overview of the historical and current developments 
in PE curricular and pedagogical approaches. We have highlighted the way in which policy 
direction shapes the nature of PE, regardless of actual curriculum intent. Nevertheless, there is 
the opportunity to explore exciting and unprecedented possibilities for PE. A socio-critical 
curriculum PE mandated orientation provides the opportunity for teachers to challenge 
previously scientised, highly individualistic, and rational views of PE, and these ideas are 
reflected in the GoFPEP objectives that place value upon culturally responsive PE practices. 
Furthermore, a socio-critical orientation toward PE that invites student participation in school 
and community contexts opens up the possibilities to challenge further, existing unjust contexts 
that surround the movement culture. 
We have critiqued the current challenges to implementing a socio-critical curriculum 
perspective of PE. Examples of neo-liberal policy effects include the focus on schools as sites for 
addressing the alleged “obesity epidemic” and physical (in)activity; reduction of spending on 
initial teacher education and professional development opportunities; and the endorsement of 
outsourcing of PE to unskilled providers who have little knowledge of the students that they are 
working with, nor curriculum and pedagogical practices.  These neo-liberal policies we see as PE 
and sport being used specifically for the political economy rather than a human development 
mechanism. Given this context, and along with the need for a comprehensive national and 
sustainable strategy for child and youth well-being we see as some of our immediate challenges. 
While wrestling with these challenges and tensions, the PE community will begin to embrace 
the need for further change that is responsive to the plethora of knowledge society and futures 
education research and policy shifts (Bolstad & Gilbert, 2012). 21st century, postmodern changes 
will provide the NZ PE community with the opportunity to once again question the nature of PE,






pedagogical implications. In a country with a relatively short history of PE, we feel the journey is
only just beginning and the possibility of further liberating physical education from its previous 
incarceration is somewhat exciting. 
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Globalisation offers unique challenges to the field of service-learning. Todd (2009)
notes varying references to globalisation including “rampant capitalism, vast 
international  migration,  ecological  fragility,  technological  interconnectivity,  cultural
hybridity,   and   reconfiguration   of   political   power”   (p.23).   Responding   to   such
conceptions   evoke   varying   possible   service-learning   approaches   and   multiple 
responses dependent upon context. The purpose of this article is to open up different
ways of thinking about service-learning and to raise the level of debate about the
implications  of  selecting  varying  theoretical  approaches  within  university  settings. 
Firstly, we will frame service-learning within a global context and consider the 
implications of this. Secondly, we will offer traditional, critical and post-critical 
conceptualisations of service-learning and provide a critique in order to promote debate 
about contributions and limitations. 
We began a journey toward understanding service-learning as a pedagogical tool while
teaching teacher education students primarily through a critical theoretical paradigm. 
Service-learning is a pedagogical approach that combines community service with 
classroom based preparation and reflection. Seeking outlets for teaching students to 
take socio-critical action beyond the classroom, we found that service-learning had 
something practical and tangible to offer. It became clear to us that while the vast 
majority of service-learning projects drew upon traditional structural-functionalist 
approaches, a number of teacher educators were exploring a critical approach to 
service-learning and this reflected well with our own theoretical positioning. However, 
while participating in a recent research study exploring shifting conceptualisations of 
knowledge and learning, we began to critique critical service-learning approaches and 
to consider other possibilities through an exploration of post-structural and post-colonial 
theories.  Consequently we have begun to conceptualise a post-critical approach to 
service-learning and are interested in exploring the contribution that this possibility 
could offer to the field of service-learning. 
Globalisation Context and Implications for Service-learning 
Globalisation   is   a   complex   phenomenon,   with   multiple   definitions.   Typically,
globalisation is defined with references to international connectedness (political, 
economic, and through telecommunications). Bhagwati (2004) describes globalisation
as the process of local, regional, and national economies integrating into a global
network; facilitated by the advances of technology and the shifting of economic and 
trade  regulating  institutions from  the nation/state to  the World  Trade Organisation
(WTO), World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Held (1999) defines
globalisation as a “process (or set of processes) which embodies a transformation in 
the spatial organization of social relations and transactions - assessed in terms of their 
extensity, intensity, velocity and impact - generating transcontinental or inter-regional 
flows   and   networks   of   activity”   (p.   16). Furthermore,   Giddens   (1990)   defines 
globalisation as “the intensification of worldwide social relations which link distant 
localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many 
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Globalisation is fraught with contradictions and paradoxes. Firstly, the advancement in
telecommunications connects people and allows transactions of information to occur 
globally.   This   occurrence   provides   the   opportunity   for   an   understanding   and 
appreciation of cultural difference, as well as the opportunity for the advancement of 
prejudice, racism, nationalism, and xenophobia (Held, 1999). Another paradox is the 
rise of international advocacy and human rights groups involved in promoting social 
justice juxtaposed to global terrorism, slavery, weapons and drug trafficking (Ahmed,
1995; Held, 1999). A third paradox is that while some economies thrive, others are 
seen to wither. Globalising trends have widened the gap between the richest and
poorest regions of the globe (Falk, 2000). For example the United Nations (2005)
reports that from 1820 to 2005 the income of the richest 20 percent to the poorest 20 
percent has increased from 3:1 to 103:1 and now “the world’s richest 500 individuals
have a combined income greater than that of the poorest 416 million” (p. 4). 
The  paradoxes  of  globalisation  cause  tensions  on  a  number  of  levels  including
between different cultures either coexisting or clashing (Bryan & Vavrus, 2005). These 
paradoxes are more easily explored when globalisation is separated into different 
dimensions. Olssen (2004) separates globalisation into two distinguished forms: one 
which attests to international connectedness and the other that ascribes to neoliberal 
policy. Neoliberal globalisation favours deregulation and liberalisation of government 
policy and privatisation and marketisation leaving international institutions such as the 
WTO and IMF to regulate trade and the flow of capital. Keith (2005), in seeking to link 
globalisation to service-learning implications, further separates globalisation into three 
components: neoliberalism, time-space compression and globalism. She describes 
neoliberalism as people seeking to maximise profits, democracy as being expressed 
through freedom of consumer choice, dichotomy of self and other, and intensification of 
inequality and social divisions. The implications for service-learning, she argues, are 
that we need to resist the neoliberal views of people as rational, calculable, and as 
human capital; that meeting community needs is not a transformation of citizens into 
consumers; and that charity viewed within the dichotomy of self (haves) and other 
(have-nots) is highly problematic as it assumes there is one right way of knowing and 
being. 
The  second  component  of  globalisation  that  Keith  (2005)  explores  is  time-space
compression and this  is  implicated in the transformation  of  the  ways  people  live, 
experience  and  connect  with  others  in  their  community.  For  example,  eating
McDonalds in a restaurant in Japan and having sushi in a restaurant in Los Angeles.
Time-space  compression  allows  communities  and  cultures  to  defy  geographical 
location and permits the consumption of readymade goods and a multiplicity of choices
of identities and communities. Possible implications for service-learning could be the
need to see culture as a resource for community-building and to develop inward and 
outward oriented projects that support identities and communities (Keith, 2005). 
Finally,   Keith   describes   globalism   as   acknowledging   and   celebrating   people’s
differences; viewing people as contradictory and subjective with multiple identities;
valuing social justice and the importance of dialogue and addressing conflict; and 
supporting interconnectedness, interdependence and the struggles of the Other. These 
constructs have significant implications for service-learning in creating spaces for 
relationships with the Other, and in supporting dialogue as an approach to viewing 
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Exploring and Deconstructing Traditional and Critical Service- 
learning  Approaches 
Traditional service-learning  approaches  are based  on  a  dichotomous premise that
there are two groups of people: those who ‘have’ and those who ‘have not’; that is, the 
privileged and the underprivileged; us and the Other (Bruce, Martin & Brown, 2010). 
The general premise of traditional service-learning is that students participating in 
service-learning projects are among the ‘haves’ and the purpose of service-learning is 
to develop charitable notions among them. Given curriculum constraints, such as time 
limitations, service-learning projects tend to be in this approach, highly programmed 
and predetermined. The teacher’s role tends to be one of technocratic ‘expert’ and 
students assume the role of ‘knowers’ and ‘helpers’ in their work among the served. 
Projects operate at a direct and tangible level of assistance e.g. soup kitchens, food 
bank collections, and after school programmes for ‘needy’ children. 
While traditional service-learning may offer fruitful opportunities for both the server and
the  served,  difficulties  may  also  present  as  the  three  aspects  of  globalisation  –
neoliberalism, time-space compression and globalism – impact the way community 
needs and social action are provided. It has been argued that traditional service- 
learning may become problematic where “charity” is proposed in the absence of a 
curriculum that promotes socio-critical thinking that challenges taken-for-granted 
assumptions about societal problems (Bruce, Martin, & Brown, 2010; Kendall, 1990; 
Mitchell,  2007).  Wade  (2000)  notes  that  service-learning  educators  often  work  to 
“create meaningful changes in society [but rarely challenge] students [to] consider 
whether some injustice has created the need for service in the first place [and] nor do 
they…address injustice through advocacy or political action” (p. 1). In response to this 
limitation, critical pedagogues have recognised the need to combine critical theory or 
the thinking about a social problem with the practice of doing community service, into 
the praxis of service-learning (see for example Hart, 2006). 
Critical service-learning (CSL) has been proposed as a model that engages students in
examining power imbalances and social inequalities in order to take social action 
(Rhoads, 1997; Rice & Pollack, 2000; Rosenberger, 2000). CSL draws upon critical 
theory and critical pedagogical practices. Mitchell (2007) defines CSL as “a social- 
justice   oriented   approach   to…service-learning”  (p.   101).   CSL  may   be   further 
understood through Keith’s (2005) implications of neo-liberalism, time-space 
compression and globalism as aspects of globalisation. For example, a neoliberal 
(traditional) view of service-learning in the context of globalisation is viewed as a 
charitable service to those ‘who are less fortunate,’ whereas a CSL approach “fosters a 
justice-oriented framework…that makes possible the questioning and disruption of 
unexamined and all too often oppressive binaries of how we view the struggle toward 
equity” (Butin, 2007, p. 1). This is a key tenet of CSL and a distinguishing difference 
from traditional service-learning programmes that are unlikely to resist the neoliberal 
view of transforming citizens and cultures into consumers or human capital. 
The aspect of time-space compression of globalisation is also addressed in some
instances of CSL through the problematising of community, by seeing culture as a 
resource for community building rather than as an obstacle to be overcome 
(Rosenberger, 2000). Furthermore, the aspect of globalism is considered through the 
“promotion and empowerment of the voices and practices of disempowered and non- 
dominant groups in society” (Butin, 2005, p. 90) and through “students, teachers and 
community members [being] challenged to question the predominant and hegemonic 
norms of who controls, defines and limits access to knowledge and power” (Butin,
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For CSL to be successful students need to be encouraged to critically reflect on and
“examine the tasks at hand, develop plans for dealing with the obvious and 
unexpected…take social action, and…consider how these actions are understandable
given other academic and life knowledge” (Hecht, 2003, p. 28). CSL projects have
sought  to  respond  to  the  limitations  of  traditional  service-learning  (including  for 
example, notions of ‘charity’ and prescribed, pre-empted programming) through the 
adoption of a critical pedagogical approach. However, as CSL is deconstructed, similar 
limitations become evident. Even use of the term service-learning is suggestive of the 
existence of constructs like privilege and power. 
Within CSL projects, contradictions exist, in so far as while the aim is to educate,
advocate and act for social change, in many instances projects are complicit in 
contributing to the very problem that they profess to resist. Take for example the term
‘poverty’ or the idea of ‘alleviating poverty’. Who decides what poverty is? Is, for
example, a lack of education synonymous with poverty? And why would we believe this 
to be so? Furthermore, if service-learning projects were to assist in developing 
education programmes, one is led to ask, ‘education of what purpose and for whose 
benefit?’, and, ‘whose knowledge is taught and who determines what knowledge is 
valid?’ It is likely that through many CSL projects, a neoliberal, Eurocentric agenda is 
unwittingly advanced (Bruce, Martin & Brown, 2010; Mitchell, 2007). Even as CSL 
educators act and move forward in resistance, in adopting this approach it would be 
necessary to acknowledge complicity in reproducing a system that is also criticised; 
and yet rather than become paralysed, educators may journey continuously in a state 
of reflexivity, asking difficult and unsettling questions from within. Take for example, the 
term ‘wealth’ or the idea of ‘the distribution of wealth’. Educators and their students 
would benefit from wrestling with these concepts. Who, for example, decides what 
wealth is? Is, for example, a lack of social consciousness synonymous with wealth? 
And why would we believe this to be so? By practising hyper-self reflexivity, we may 
journey forward without paralysis; realising “that the struggle is not about ‘us’ and
‘them’, but about ‘us all’, always” (Andreotti & Dowling, 2004, p. 611). 
Another aspect of service-learning is centred on the idea of service, and the dichotomy
of the server and the served. While a number of CSL writings have sought to wrestle 
with  these  ideas,  contradictions  regarding  the  reproductive  nature  of  notions  of
privilege and power continue to exist (Keith, 2005; Rosenberger, 2000). This occurs in 
most service-learning programmes as the server is doing something ‘for’ the served,
and rarely is the idea of two groups working together implemented in a way that is 
mutually beneficial, reciprocal, and non-hierarchical. Kendall (1990) articulates this 
struggle, 
We were learning that without an emphasis on the relationship between the
server and “those served” as a reciprocal exchange between equals, that 
relationship can easily be broken down….paternalism, unequal relationships 
between the parties involved and a tendency to focus only on charity – “doing 
for” or “helping others” – rather than on supporting others to meet their own 
needs all become gaping pitfalls… (p. 9-10). 
Yet even here, Kendall (1990) posits the idea that there is a group who has needs and
a group who can meet these. Many CSL projects continue to assume that there is a 
group who have legitimate knowledge and a group that require this, rather than being 
relationally focused, considering the possibility of shared power and diversity in 
conceptualisations of ‘legitimate’ knowledge (Cook, 2008; Kendall, 1990; King, 2004). 
Responding to this dilemma, Keith (2005) explores notions of reciprocity and then 
proposes interdependence as a more useful concept. Reciprocity may be defined in the 
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members are involved in an exchange of both giving and receiving. Keith observes
however that “shifting from paternalism and charity to this version of exchange theory 
does not provide solid enough grounding for…equitable and respectful relationship”
(p.15). She went on to propose that, 
service-learning must involve more than contractual relationships, calling for
dialogue not only as an exchange of ideas but as an encounter between fellow
human beings. Service-learning educators need to promote the
interdependence of partners rather than the reciprocity between server and
served (p.15). 
Interdependence  shifts  traditional  notions  of  a  server  and  a  served  toward  a
relationship of being together in responsibility toward each other (Andreotti, 2007). This
critical shift in relationship sparks the possibility of a new form of education-community 
links: one that is based on openness and dialogue, that centres on understanding 
difference (not seen as deficiency), and that places an emphasis on relationship rather 
than service.   Such a shift would capture what Keith (2005) names identity needs 
rather than material needs. In this way, one may say to dialogue is to act. 
While dialogue may lead to more concrete collaborative action, if an ethical relationship
is defined as one where people have responsibility toward each other, it would not be 
possible  for  any  action  to  be  predetermined  outside  of  meaningful  dialogue  and
interdependent  relationship  (Andreotti,  2007;  Rosenberger,  2000).  At  least  two
components of service-learning both in the traditional and critical schools are now 
problematised  further  through  a  re-conceptualisation  of  relationship  to  one  of
interdependence and responsibility toward each other. Firstly, as mentioned above, the
idea of existing or predetermined projects become redundant as it is not possible to 
determine this outside of establishing interdependence. Secondly, to establish 
interdependence takes significant time and is unlikely to exist fully within the bounds of 
that which a semester long course may be able to offer. Keith (2005) articulates this by 
signalling that through time space compression and an emphasis on choice, many 
people exist in a hyper-transient society and because of a belief “that all things come to 
[them] readymade…[they will] opt out at the first sign of conflict, difficulty, or boredom” 
(p.11). The complexities involved in seeking to develop interdependence seem to be 
fraught with difficulty. Time is needed to unlearn, and to generate conscientisation and 
awareness  of  important  notions  such  as  complicity,  self-reflexivity  and  an 
understanding of structural inequalities (Andreotti, 2007; Keith, 2005; Rosenberger,
2000). 
Exploring and Deconstructing Post-critical/relational Approaches to
Service-learning 
Many  CSL  educators  have  sought  to  embed  service-learning  experiences  within
curriculum that is socio-critical in nature (Boyle-Baise & Sleeter, 2000; Bruce, Martin & 
Brown,  2010;  Keith,  2005;  O’Grady,  2000;  Rosenberger,  2000).  Integral  to  this
curriculum is a critical reading of constructs such as globalisation, neo-liberalism, and 
the reproduction (and new productions) of structural inequalities. Another oft cited
curriculum component is awareness-raising regarding privilege and power (King, 2004; 
Rosenberger, 2000).  However, readings of this seem to indicate complicity in the 
reproduction of privilege as students who ‘serve’ understand their role to be one of
‘helper’ and ‘knower’; discounting the possibility that the Other could be so too (Keith,
2005; O’Grady, 2000).  Andreotti and de Souza (2008) provide a counter pedagogical 
possibility in the concept of unlearning privilege that may be very useful in constructing
a post-critical/relational approach to service-learning. They propose that to unlearn
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of knowing and of being that are legitimate, valid and worthy of existing. In this process
an acknowledgement emerges of “one’s partiality of perspectives, the importance of 
situated-ness and the context dependency of language” (Andreotti & de Souza, 2008,
p.28).  Freire (1998) explores the possibility of partiality of knowledge when he writes
that in order to safeguard himself against the pitfalls of fixed ideology it was important 
to 
…allow  myself  to  be  open  to  differences  and  to  refuse  the  entrenched
dogmatism that makes me incapable of learning anything new. In essence, the 
correct posture of one who does not consider him- or herself to be the sole
possessor of the truth or the passive object of ideology or gossip is the attitude
of permanent openness. Openness to approaching and being approached, to 
questioning and being questioned, to agreeing and disagreeing…knowing that I
am learning to be who I am by relating to what is my opposite (p. 119). 
Andreotti  &  de  Souza  (2008),  drawing  upon  post-structuralist  and  post-colonialist
theoretical positions (Spivak, 1999), have developed pedagogical processes that could 
be significant in re-imagining service-learning. In addition to learning to unlearn, these 
processes include concepts of learning to listen, learning to learn and learning to reach 
out. Learning to listen requires that students (and service-learning educators) develop 
hyper self-reflexivity through keeping “perceptions constantly under scrutiny, tracing the 
origins and implications of our assumptions” (Andreotti & de Souza, 2008, p. 28). 
Learning to listen means being truly open to other epistemological and ontological 
thought, understanding that these are social constructs and as such are historically and 
contextually variable. Learning to learn, through a state of humility allows students to 
imagine other possibilities and to begin to expand their comfort zones through the 
taking in of different thoughts, beliefs, attitudes and understandings. Finally, learning to 
reach out explores the uncertainties and complexities in relating to the Other, and in 
establishing responsibility toward each other (Andreotti & de Souza, 2008). Post- 
critical/relational service-learning experiences could be framed through this way of 
learning to reach out; in humility, openness and self-reflexivity, and in recognising 
partiality of knowledge and preparedness to listen. Reaching out (or service-learning 
experiences) conceptualised in this way and grounded in a careful structuring of 
curriculum, could provide an alternative possibility to the traditional and critical schools.
A post-critical/relational approach to service-learning however, also has limitations. For
example, programming cannot be fixed or centred on an already decided project and 
this could make planning very difficult given that there are curriculum time constraints 
that ordinarily exist within a typical semester long course of study (Rosenberger, 2000). 
Part of this difficulty stems from the notion that the project is relational and dialogical 
first and foremost. To dialogue in relationship with the Other is to question the binary of 
action and reflection. The webbed processes of learning to unlearn, learning to listen, 
learning to learn and learning to reach out are interconnected, fluid and non-linear 
(Andreotti & de Souza, 2008). If the idea of interdependence and responsibility toward 
each other through meaningful engagement and relationship were to be seriously 
considered significant time restraints and barriers could hinder development. 
Another possible problem within a post-critical/relational approach is the likelihood that
absolute rather than contextual relativism could be adopted. That is, the idea that 
anything goes, versus an understanding of decisions made being both ethically 
responsible and contextually dependent. In fact the decision to select any one of the 
three approaches articulated in this article may be further critiqued through an 
understanding of context dependency. That is to say that there are times when one 
approach will be more desirable than another and an understanding of the theoretical 
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decisions made are contextually based and ethically oriented.   Part of this process
requires both an epistemological and ontological understanding that knowledge is 
socially constructed, partial and contextually variable. This positioning is incongruent
with the notion that knowledge is certain, fixed and universal. For example, academic
teacher  education  communities  may  be  wedded  to  one  way  of  knowing  and 
practitioners another. Andreotti (forthcoming) notes that contextual relativism requires 
that practitioners are able “to read across different contexts and epistemologies 
scanning for different solutions to complex problems”. Deciding upon the most 
appropriate service-learning approach is more likely to be realised through this ability to
‘read’ in such a way. 
Conclusion 
Three  contradictory  service-learning  approaches  have  been  partially  explored  and
critically examined in this article. Each approach has presented distinct variations in 
epistemological  positionings  and  consequent  practical  outworkings.  It  has  been
suggested here that service-learning may be advanced through a critical reading of the 
varying  approaches  and  through  an  understanding  of  contextuality.  For  example,
through a brief analysis, we have suggested that the establishment of service-learning 
as a modernist construct may be problematic as it is embedded in epistemological and
ontological  ideas  of  fixed  truth  and  knowledge  and  in  the  ‘helping  imperative’, 
presenting what Kendall (1990) coins “gaping pitfalls” (p.10). Furthermore, 
understanding  globalisation  through  constructs  such  as  neo-liberalism,  time  space
compression and globalism has signalled the need to continually re-imagine service-
learning  and  to  exercise  hyper-reflexivity  as  educators  potentially  complicit  in  the
reproduction of oppressive systems (Keith, 2005). 
Additionally, we have suggested that the term service-learning may also be problematic
as it implies a dichotomy of a server and a served and reinforces notions of privilege, 
hierarchy and Eurocentrism. A discursive turn toward a post-critical/relational approach 
may serve to disrupt practices that reproduce notions of privilege and rightness as one 
way of being, and in so doing sideline the idea of difference as valid or legitimate. It has 
been proposed that relationship with the Other through dialogue and embedded within 
a carefully constructed pedagogical process be explored. However, we have 
acknowledged  that  such  an  approach,  while  worthy  of  consideration,  presents 
difficulties for service-learning educators in a tertiary context as traditional practices, 
such as that of teaching within a semester and pre-determining project outcomes prior 
to the course beginning, become problematic. 
A critical analysis of service-learning provides a useful tool to understanding through
the process of hyper-reflexivity the limitations of what currently exists, and provides the 
opportunity to explore possibilities and ideas for future praxis. Through the critical 
reading of a particular discourse, text, or conceptualisation of knowledge, taken for 
granted assumptions are destabilised, in order that new ways of knowing and seeing 
may emerge (Agger, 1991; Culler, 1982; Derrida, 1978).  For educators, such a critical 
approach requires humility and the ability to consider the possibility of incompleteness, 
or “unfinishedness” (Andreotti & Dowling, 2004). While deconstructing in this way 
creates difficulty, Derrida argues that it is this difficulty that educates. The ability to 
consider difficulty and other possibilities or readings of service-learning in order that the
‘Project’ vision(s) may be more closely realised, have been considered here. The idea 
of  the  ‘impossibility  of  teaching’  comes  to  mind,  and  also  the  notion  that  “every
deconstruction can be deconstructed” (Agger, 1991, p. 115). The presentation here of
aporias and contradictions reinforces the need for service-learning educators to journey 
in a state of humility, self-reflexivity, and in an awareness of our own complicity and 
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to a particular context may enhance the teaching and learning process and contribute
to  the  development  of  global  citizens  who  are  ethically  responsive  to  complexity, 
diversity and difference. 
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Service Learning as a
Pedagogy of Interruption
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Abstract 
As a teacher, educator, and strong advocate for service learning, I became very interested
in both the opportunities and the limitations of current approaches to service 
learning. This article begins to sketch an as yet unrealized relational approach to 
service learning, drawing on ideas about encounters with Others in the work of the 
philosopher Emmanuel Levinas. The first part of the article offers a brief introduction 
to the field of service learning and explores problematic aspects related to traditional and 
critical approaches in service learning initiatives, where ideas of objective knowledge of 
self and Other, teleological notions of progress, and server–served relationships limit 
possibilities of engagement and transcendence. The second part of the article draws on 
post-structuralist ideas in education to propose a distinction between the desire ‘to learn 
from the Other’ and the risky and difficult disposition to be open ‘to being taught by 
the Other’ (Biesta, 2012). I propose a strategic step beyond the limitations of traditional 
and critical approaches to service learning, where difference is seen as a productive and 
indispensable force, and where education is about encountering the world/ the Other and 
being altered by it. 
 
Keywords: service learning, Levinas, post-structuralism, volunteerism, global education
Introduction: The trouble with service learning
Service  learning   is  emerging   as  a  significant  pedagogical practice,   particularly 
within higher education contexts.  Butin (2011) situates  service learning  within the 
community engagement movement, which  he  suggests  includes  practices  such 
as  civic  engagement,  public   scholarship,  experiential  education,  participatory 
action  research, volunteering abroad schemes, and  community-based research. A 
common feature  of service learning  is sending  higher education (often privileged) 
students to work in (often  less- or under-privileged) communities/groups locally






or abroad. During  the last 25 years, service learning as a form of community and
intercultural engagement has become  increasingly  popular across a range of 
educational contexts. Furco (2011: 20) writes that this popularity has been fuelled by 
the uncritical assumption that service learning is an ‘effective strategy for enhancing 
young  people’s  educational development’.  In  fact,  most  academic literature on 
service learning,  as Furco notes,  advocates  for this social movement as a practice 
that is essentially unproblematic and good for the betterment of society. 
 
Like  many   practices   of  engagement  between  unequal  communities,  patterns 
of hegemony, ethnocentrism, ahistoricism, depoliticization, salvationism, 
uncomplicated solutions, and paternalism are common in this educational practice 
(Andreotti,  2012). In  addition, service  learning  has  recently  been  criticized  for 
lacking  in  theoretical critique  and  academic rigour  (Butin,  2011; Furco,  2011). 
Butin argues that the field lacks the rigorous  critique  and self-reflexivity necessary 
for its own growth as a field of reputable and necessarily  contestable study. Writing 
of the  ‘shadow side of service learning’ (ix), Furco  cites studies  that  have shown 
that  technicist (traditional) approaches to service learning  do not account for the 
complexities  of cultural  and political contexts and consequently serve to ‘reinforce 
stereotypes … and exacerbate power differentials between social and cultural groups’ 
(ix). This ‘shadow side’ is also critiqued by Butin (2011) through an exploration of what 
he calls the myths of service learning, which frame student experiences as occurring 
in culturally  neutral and  universally  simplistic  contexts  that  ignore  the contested, 
complex, and varied domains of actual encounters. Rather, service learning is often 
situated within  dynamic  contexts  of clashing  values,  ethical  dilemmas (involving 
epistemic violences), and unpredictable outcomes. 
 
More recently, this cultural  critique has been discussed in community engagement 
literature relating to development education and contexts of global learning,  global 
education, and  global  citizenship education (Cook, 2011; Heron,  2007; Jefferess,
2008; Jorgenson,  2010; Zemach-Bersin, 2007). For example,  Cook, Heron,  and 
Jorgenson,   through  qualitative   research,  deconstruct  the  ‘helping   imperative’ 
present in minority  world volunteers working in majority  world contexts. 
Additionally, Jefferess, Jorgenson,  and Zemach-Bersin all offer a strong critique  of 
the ways in which global citizenship education projects  can be, at times, forms ‘of 
neo-imperialism which castigate  the [majority  world] as a deficient  Other  and  an 
object and recipient of global citizen’s [sic] benevolence’ (Jorgenson, 27). Jefferess 
writes of a neo-imperialism situating  the global citizen as one ‘naturally endowed 
with the ability and inclination to “help” the Other’ (28). Drawing upon this critique, 
a number of critical scholars are seeking a redefinition of global citizenship beyond 
notions   of  neo-imperialism,  paternalism,  ethnocentrism,  and   uncomplicated
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solutions  (see, for example,  Andreotti,  2012; Cook, 2011; Zemach-Bersin, 2007). In 
light of this critique, service learning approaches require further exploration. 
 
Because  service  learning  occurs  in  experiential, embodied,  real-world  contexts, 
Butin (2011) urges that practitioners have the opportunity to critically explore the 
inherent cultural and political complexities in more rigorous and self-reflexive ways. 
Jorgenson  (2010) notes that relationships are a vital component in fostering global 
citizenship and  also observes  the complexities  of power  imbalances present and 
embedded within relationships with the Other. Given that service learning  cannot 
be transparent, linear, singular, or neutral as a community experience, Butin (2011) 
suggests that it needs  to be framed  as an intellectual movement and as a question 
within  the  academic  experience of students, rather   than  as  an  unproblematic 
social movement, activist initiative,  or intercultural methodology. In this context, 
if service learning  is framed  as an academic question, critique  becomes necessary 
and central. This article is positioned thus as one possibility that must also be open 
to critique.  I suggest an alternative approach to service learning  that  responds to 
perceived  current limitations. In doing so, however,  I am aware  that  this too as a 
possibility  presents new  questions and  potential problems. The purpose of this 
article is to explore relational possibilities for service learning based on a post-critical 
conceptual framework as a response to previous critiques of traditional (technicist) 
and critical service learning perspectives (see Bruce and Brown, 2010). As a teacher, 
educator, and strong supporter of service learning, it is not my intention here to reject 
the opportunities that traditional and critical approaches present. In fact, I continue 
to use a range  of approaches depending on the context,  and  practise  these  while 
reflexively aware of both the opportunities and limitations inherent within my work. 
What I propose here is another possibility: emergent and as yet unrealized, but with 
offerings that may address  some of the current challenges to existing approaches. 
 
Traditional service learning  projects  are by far the most  commonly implemented 
conception of service  learning.  A traditional service  learning  approach is based 
on the premise  that there  are privileged and underprivileged people,  and that the 
privileged – those who have – ought to give to the underprivileged – those in need. 
This service learning  approach positions  students as knowers, helpers,  and experts 
who participate in (mostly) charitable projects aimed at helping others less fortunate 
than themselves. Local examples  may include  helping out in an old people’s home, 
fundraising for a charity, or running a sports programme for underprivileged young 
people.  Examples  of international projects  may  be  a study  abroad or volunteer 
project ‘helping’ a majority world community through building projects, education 
initiatives,  or fundraising. Critical educators have problematized this approach by 
arguing that traditional service learning projects do not challenge structural causes of 







poverty or injustices, and are therefore complicit in reproducing existing inequalities
(Bruce and Brown, 2010; Mitchell, 2007; Wade, 2000). 
 
Critical service learning  projects  seek to address  the limitations of the traditional 
service learning  approach through an application of critical pedagogical practices. 
The critical service learning approach is based on the belief that there are inequities 
in society that  need  to be redressed towards  a shared  ideal of justice.  Consistent 
with critical pedagogical approaches, the aim of critical service learning  projects  is 
to develop critical thinkers  and actors who can advance  issues of justice. Examples 
of international projects  may include  a study abroad project  that  embeds critical 
thinking  and  action  within  the service experience as a way of seeking  to address 
structural inequalities. Local projects could include an awareness-raising campaign 
addressing global issues  such  as sweatshops or human trafficking.  However,  the 
same critique  levelled against  traditional service learning  approaches may also be 
applied to critical service learning. 
 
Critical service learning may also be criticized for complicity in reproducing 
inequalities (Bruce  and  Brown, 2010). Furthermore, there  are  other  problematic 
similarities   with  both   traditional  and   critical   service  learning   projects.   Both 
approaches are based  on the limitation and problematic of a server–served 
dichotomy. That is, the student is positioned as the server, and the community 
partner/person is positioned as the served. Such a hierarchical relationship places 
the student in the position  of a knower, expert, and helper: one who has something 
to give. Conversely, the served is positioned as one who does not know and does not 
have – one who is without.  Linked to this idea, both traditional and critical service 
learning projects have a tendency to focus on the idea of learning about the Other1 in 
order that one may help or change the Other. Conversely, I will propose here instead 
a repositioning of service learning  towards  a Levinasian  possibility  of being  in a 
position  to be taught by the Other (Biesta, 2012; Levinas, 1991; Todd, 2004). While 
on the surface it may seem strange  to challenge  the idea of ‘helping’, as suggested 
earlier, many acts of helping  within service learning  projects  (even critical service 
learning ones) may in fact be acts of complicity in the reproduction of structural and 
cultural  inequalities. Additionally,  although there  is often a declared intention to
‘learn from’ the Other (local knowledge or culture), the ‘helping/serving’ imperative 
positions  Others only as local knowers while students are positioned as knowers of 
knowledge that is universal and essential for their development towards an allegedly 
shared  ideal of progress  (Andreotti,  2011). The criticism of this position  is outlined 
further in the next section. 
1 Defined here in the Levinasian tradition as one who is radically different to oneself.
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Conceptualizing ‘Otherwise’
Traditional and critical service learning  approaches framed within a modernist 
framework position students as rational, autonomous, centred subjects, carriers and 
dispensers of rights who through schooling develop knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
that enable  them  to contribute responsibly to a democratically just society. Peters 
and Burbules  (2004) write that modern education projects  are concerned with the 
development of moral perfectibility, social progress, and personal autonomy. Thus, 
projects  tend to be centred on bettering oneself along the teleological  trajectory  of 
human progress,  and  of betterment of the  autonomous, centred subject  (Heron, 
2007). A student in this context  is seen  as one  who is (or is learning  to become) 
stable, coherent, knowable,  and rational.  These aforementioned constructs are 
problematicized in the discursive turn: defined  here as a conceptualization of 
language where language constructs rather than describes reality (Andreotti, 2010a). 
Peters  and  Burbules   (2004: 19)  write  that  post-structural  (discursive)   thinkers 
challenge  the idea of ‘an autonomous, free and transparently self-conscious subject 
that is the fountain of all knowledge and moral and political agency’. Traditional and 
critical humanistic perspectives, Peters and  Burbules  note, ‘emphasize a scientific 
mode of knowledge produced by an objective, rational self that can provide universal 
truths  about  the world’ (21). This mode  of knowledge  production is also at work in 
encounters with difference, and evident in the desire to have stable knowledge about 
the Other. In this sense, if the self is self-evident  (can be known), the Other can also 
be objectively ‘understood’. Within this project, knowing (about) the Other becomes 
a project  of self-betterment, prompting two common practices  of representation: 
one where the self sees the Other as not able to represent herself (this may mean that 
the self knows better  about  the Other than  the Other does herself ), and a practice 
where  the  self expects  the  Other  to self-represent as a self-evident  subject.  Both 
practices are grounded on the notion of self and Other as knowable, and of language 
as capable  of describing reality objectively. Todd (2004: 15) illustrates  the problem 
with this: ‘When I think I know, when I think I understand the Other, I am exercising 
my knowledge over the Other, shrouding the Other in my totality’. 
 
Furthermore, traditional and critical service learning projects may focus on using the 
Other to fulfil the server’s own needs  of self-betterment, or self-cultivation2  (Kirby, 
2009). Heron (2007), in her critique of development workers, found that participants 
often positioned the Other as passive, available,  and non-individuated; essentially 
there  to serve the self-betterment needs  of the workers. Drawing upon  the work of 
2 Avoiding self-betterment does not necessarily preclude the betterment of self. The term self-betterment in 
this context is used to refer to the ego-centric self, improved through rationality; whereas the betterment of 
self could occur through ethical relationality with Other, in a non-violent, non-rational encounter with Other 
enabling an altering of self. This idea is explained further later in the article. 






Frankenberg (1993), Heron further explains that a modernist notion  of a centred
self is one where  encounters with the Other may add to our own self-betterment, 
which she writes justifies the claim that  ‘we are all the same  underneath’ (70). In 
such an encounter we add to ourselves and take in differences (encountered through 
engagement with the  Other)  that  do not  disrupt  our  stable  sense  of unified  self, 
becoming blind/deaf to whatever  challenges this understanding. When  adopting 
a traditional and/or critical service learning  approach of engagement with alterity 
in the Other, we hold on to a centred, stable idea of self, and then  we seek to help 
the Other to become  more like us (Heron, 2007). Herein lies the limits of rationality, 
because there is danger of inflicting violence upon the Other as we seek to construct 
norms of sameness. 
 
Discursive  pedagogical practices  are  concerned with  considering ways of 
constructing difference  beyond  norms of sameness (Popkewitz  and Fendler,  1999). 
Beyond the normative, Levinas’s work centres  on the possibilities  for reframing 
constructions of difference  as productive and  indispensable, as Lorde (1979: para
6–7) explains: 
 
Difference  must  be  [seen]  as  a  fund  of necessary  polarities  between which 
our creativity can spark . . . . Only then  does the necessity  for interdependency 
become  unthreatening. Only within that interdependency of different strengths, 
acknowledged and equal, can the power to seek new ways of being in the world 
generate, as well as the courage and sustenance to act where there are no charters. 
Within  the  interdependence of  mutual   differences   lies  that  security  which 
enables us to descend into the chaos of knowledge and return with true visions of 
our future, along with the concomitant power to effect those changes  which can 
bring that future into being. Difference is that raw and powerful connection from 
which our personal power is forged. 
 
In education, several  scholars  have  expressed interest  in reframing  social justice 
and  development education beyond  ideas  of humanistic pursuits of universality 
and sameness, or critical pedagogical perspectives of oppression focusing on a 
teleological ideal of progress (see, for example, Andreotti, 2011; Peters and Burbules,
2004; Todd, 2004). In considering such discursive possibilities for service learning, a 
deconstruction of rational,  normative communities is useful, and here I turn to the 
work of Biesta (2006), who provides an insightful critique. 
The trouble with rational communities
I argue  that  service  learning  projects  for the  development of rational  autonomy 
are  problematic. Biesta  (2006) explains  how  rational,  modern communities and 
institutions  (including  education  and   schooling)   either   ‘devour’  or  ‘spit  out’ 
strangers (Bauman, 1995; Lingis, 1994). Strangers  in this  context  are  defined  by
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Bauman  (1995: 1) as those  ‘who do not fit the cognitive, moral, or aesthetic map 
of the  world’.  In a compelling use  of metaphor by Claude  Levi-Strauss,  Bauman 
(1995: 2)  writes  that  modern rational   communities either  assimilate   strangers 
through anthropophagic behaviour, ‘metabolically  transforming them  into a tissue 
indistinguishable from one’s own’, or exclude  the stranger  through anthropoemic 
behaviour ‘vomiting strangers, banishing them from the limits of the orderly world 
and  barring  them  from  all communication with  those  outside’.  Thus,  from  the 
modern perspective, a rational  being is one who fits within a preset  notion  of the 
rational  community. The role of educators is to shape  students into what/whom is 
already known. In traditional and critical service learning  projects,  the emphasis is 
often on considering ways to help the stranger  (or read the Other, in this context) to 
become  more normative and rational.  Questions asked in this context may be, for 
example:  How might we help the Other to adapt  or fit into this community? How 
might we alter the structures of this community to allow the Other to exist? What 
might we do to allow the Other to exist on the fringes of this community? How might 
we exclude the Other to protect  the normative practices  of our community? These 
questions exist in the  shadow  of fearing  non-normative, irrational behaviour. As 
Biesta (2006: 7) explains: ‘Humanism posits a norm of humaneness, a norm of what 
it means  to be human, and  in so doing excludes  those  who do not live up to this 
norm’. Thus, humanism is ‘unable  to be open  to the possibility that newcomers [or 
strangers/the Other] might be able to radically alter our understanding of what it 
means to be human’. 
 
Many educators engaged  with these critiques  call for the need to radically alter our 
understanding of what it means  to be human (Andreotti, 2010b; Biesta, 2006; Todd, 
2004). In fact Burbules and Berk (1999) consider that ontological and epistemological 
perspectives beyond  the rational  are a necessity. To think otherwise,  to disrupt 
universality,  to create  and  to be  comfortable with  aporia,  and  to think  without 
certainty, all usher in possibilities for radical new thinking. Learning to be otherwise, 
it is argued  here,  may be possible  through encountering Other-wise.  This is what 
Lingis (1994) referred  to when  he wrote of being  in community with  those whom 
we have nothing in common. Such face-to-face  encounters with alterity, according 
to Levinas, have the potential to radically alter our way of being in the world. And 
herein  lies the  very essence  of Biesta’s  (2006) thesis  regarding  subjectivity:  that 
learning  ought not to be about the acquisition of knowledge,  skills, and attitudes at 
all, but rather a project of coming into the world, where the world is (engaging with) 
the Other.  Biesta argues  that  education is an ethical  project,  where  subjectivity  is 
shaped, interrupted, and altered in the political sphere of relations with plurality and 
difference.  He calls this view a pedagogy of interruption (Biesta, 2006; Biesta 2010). 
My intention is to explore what the beginning of a pedagogy of interruption may look 
like in practice in the context of service learning. 






Being taught by the Other: Relational possibilities for
service learning 
I have argued earlier that in traditional and critical service learning  initiatives there 
are primarily two problems with the idea of serving the Other: the ethnocentric effort 
to make the Other the same as me, and the paternalistic imbalance in the server– 
served dichotomy. Trying to address  both tendencies opens  up new questions and 
creates  new problems. One possible  way to approach service learning  in ways that 
avoid these tendencies is to place Others as ‘teachers’, and students as ‘learners’ who 
‘learn from’ the Other. The imbalance of power is addressed by ‘allowing’ the Other 
to ‘teach’ on her own terms,  but there  is an expectation that  this knowledge  (i.e., 
the content of learning)  will be accessible,  available, intelligible, and easily grasped 
(Jones,  1999). When  Others  do  not  meet  this  expectation, imbalances of power 
resurface  with renewed force (as they were only superficially addressed). Jones 
explores this tension  through a critique  of her experience in teaching  a mixed-race 
class by grouping  students according to race. She chose  to do this in response to 
earlier critique that indigenous Maori and Pacific Island students felt uncomfortable 
and unsafe when sharing personal accounts of cultural difference with New Zealand 
European (Pakeha  or white) students. She observed  that through ‘confessing their 
ignorance’ and a ‘desire to know’, Pakeha  students positioned themselves as ‘good’ 
students and yet, Jones writes: 
 
… their cannibal desire to know the other through being taught  or fed by her is 
simultaneously a refusal to know. It is not only a refusal to recognize  one’s own 
implication in the racialized social order … it is also a resistance to the possibility 
that the other cannot or might not want to be ‘known’ or consumed by them, or 
to teach them (313). 
A brief field anecdote from my own experience can illustrate this dilemma further: 
Maori scholars have critiqued physical education (PE) for its lack of appreciation 
of the  contribution of Maori knowledge,  especially  in terms  of meta-physical 
dimensions of the body and  of movement itself. As a PE teacher  educator 
committed to addressing social injustices, I took this criticism very seriously and 
was determined to learn  from Maori scholars  and  elders  about  these  aspects 
in order  to be able  to engage  my students in this  learning  as well. Therefore 
I  participated in  professional development  opportunities  with  Maori  elders 
and educators in order to raise the profile of Maori knowledge  and address  the 
criticisms  by filling the  knowledge  gap identified  by the  Maori critics. During 
one  of these  workshops,  an elder  focused  on cultural  aspects  of Maori forms 
of physical and mental  exercise, which was fine, but left me frustrated as I was 
eager to learn in depth  about cosmological  and meta-physical aspects related to 
body and movement and these were not touched upon.  Towards the end of the 
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workshop, I decided to ask the elder for that knowledge. His reply was that ‘it was 
not the time or place to learn that kind of knowledge’. My first response (that  I 
kept to myself ) was frustration and confusion:  I had taken part in the workshop 
because I wanted  to address  the criticism of a lack of knowledge in my field and 
yet, I was denied access to that knowledge. My second  response was different (it 
is explored below). 
 
‘Relation with the Other is an ethical relation’, Levinas writes (1991: 51), yet I would 
say in as much as it is a welcome by the Other. We cannot force a welcome, neither do 
we have a right to know an Other, or be known by them. Levinas offers further useful 
insights into the nuances of the teaching  and learning relationship between the self 
and the Other: 
 
To approach the Other in conversation … is therefore  to receive from the Other 
beyond the capacity of the I, which means exactly: to have the idea of infinity. But 
this also means: to be taught. The relation with the Other … is an ethical relation; 
but inasmuch as it is welcomed  this conversation is a teaching.  Teaching  is not 
reducible to maieutics [i.e., making explicit knowledge  that is already inside the 
learner]; it comes from the exterior and brings me more than I contain (51). 
 
This Levinasian  idea of being taught  by the Other means  that we are in some way 
altered  by such an encounter, as the Other ‘brings me more than  I contain’. Biesta 
highlights a useful distinction between the idea of learning from the Other, and that 
of being taught by the Other (Biesta, 2012). For Biesta, learning  from the Other may 
occur without alteration to our unified idea of self. Learning from the Other without 
alteration is essentially a project of self-betterment (Heron, 2007; Kirby, 2009). When 
we say ‘this person  has really taught  me something’, Biesta explains  that  what we 
imply is that we have been altered unexpectedly by this transcendent encounter, and 
it is a revelation.  The idea of transcendence is highlighted in Levinas’s quote above 
when  he refers to being  taught  not in a maieutical sense,3  but rather  in a radical 
encounter towards ethical responsibility. In traditional and critical service learning 
contexts it is possible, through maieutics, to encounter the Other without alteration. 
Examining my first response to the incident with the elder pointed me in a different 
direction: 
 
My second response to the elder was a realization that I had come to the encounter 
expecting the elder to teach me on my own terms something I expected  to learn 
for my self-betterment. On his terms the elder was teaching me that the pathway 
3 Biesta (2012) provides a useful distinction between maieutics (bringing out what is already there) as a 
constructivist approach to learning, and transcendence, defined as learning that can only come from outside 
our knowing selves. In this context I use transcendence to explore the idea of being taught by the Other in a 
way that disrupts the knowing, stable self towards ethicality of relationship with alterity. 





I had chosen to acquire cosmological/ metaphysical knowledge was not the right 
one. He was teaching  me through his refusal to teach  what I wanted  to learn: 
he provoked an emotional response that showed me the motivations behind my 
benevolent actions and how, in trying to deconstruct or reverse the server–served 
dichotomy, there  was still a sub-conscious desire to get something pre-defined 
and  specific out of this encounter for myself, which,  paradoxically,  reinforced 
my position of dominance in the relationship. This sub-conscious desire to learn 
a specific lesson triggered the anger and frustration I experienced when my 
undeclared expectations were not met. 
 
Thus, entering  into an ethical, altering  encounter with the Other is a transcendent 
project  where  one  is taught  by the  Other  something one  cannot expect  (Biesta, 
2012). Kirby (2009: 165) notes  that  entering  into such  an encounter requires both 
the suspension of our egos, and the bracketing  of judgements and preconceptions 
of the Other whom we shall encounter. Suspension refers to the risk of deferment of 
the ‘desire to better  one’s self ’ as a modernist, humanistic ideal. Similar to Heron’s 
critique  (2007) discussed earlier  in this article,  the idea  of self-betterment as the 
improvement of rationality cannot be the intention of an ethical project conceived in 
the terms described here. Kirby proposes the useful idea of bracketing our prejudices, 
rational  thought, prior  knowledge,  perceptions, stereotypes, and  generalizations 
in order to avoid categorization, reducibility,  and claims of knowing; as the goal is 
to be in a state of openness to be taught  by the Other. A state of openness, thus, is 
not an entire  rejection  of our ego, but rather  the idea of conscious suspension or 
interruption: catching the thoughts  and  capturing  the emotion  (i.e., bracketing) so 
that we may become  attentive  to what the Other may teach us. While no easy task, 
pedagogical methods that  may  be  useful  include  intentional attentiveness (as a 
form of ‘hyper-self-reflexivity’), group reflections  of encounters, and journalling as 
a reflexive tool (Kirby, 2009; Andreotti,  Fa’afoi, Sitomaniemi-San and  Ahenkakew, 
2013). 
 
Certainly, by its very nature, an altering encounter is not without risks. Levinas (1981: 
120) writes: 
 
Regarding communication and transcendence one can only speak of their 
uncertainty. Communication is an adventure of subjectivity, different from that 
which is dominated by a concern to recover itself, different from that of coinciding 
in consciousness; it will involve uncertainty. Communication with the other can 
only be transcendent as a dangerous life, a fine risk to be run. 
 
These words capture the essence of a number of arguments that have been previously 
made  in this article.  Firstly, a transcendent approach (rather  than  one  based  on 
maieutics) offers the possibility for alteration of subjectivity beyond self-betterment. 
Secondly, an ethical relation of this kind requires sacrifice (in the suspension of ego 
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and bracketing of self ). Thirdly, a transcendent encounter is based upon uncertainty, 
and  we are  unable to encounter what  we will learn  as we encounter difference. 
Neither can we control such an encounter for our own egoistic desire if it is to be an 
ethical  encounter of responsibility towards  the Other. In the above quote,  Levinas 
makes a further  (fourth)  point, and that is highlighting  the risk of ethical relations. 
Consideration of risk is critical to the essence of a Levinasian possibility for such an 
approach to service learning.  Todd (2004: 10) captures the nature of this dangerous 
encounter when  she writes: ‘Precisely because the Other is seen to be that  which 
disrupts its coherency, the subject  tumbles  into uncertainty, its past strategies  for 
living challenged by the  very strangeness of difference  itself ’.  Not surprisingly,  a 
student within a Levinasian  service learning  context  may resist such an invitation 
to be altered  (Kirby, 2009) and therefore,  ‘receive nothing  of the Other, but what is 
in [her]’ (Levinas, 1991: 43). While as educators we may create  the opportunity for 
radical encounters, we can certainly not force our own desires upon students, as this 
would be to enact ethical violence upon them (Andreotti, 2012). 
 
When considering resistance and its counterpart – engaging in the welcome,4 Levinas 
(1991) writes of the necessity  of Metaphysical Desire. This is not desire that fulfills 
our needs,  but rather  desire that brings inspiration, alteration, and interruption of 
one’s self through encountering alterity in the Other. Kirby (2009: 164) captures the 
essence of this desire when she states: ‘I cannot help but be intrigued, not in the sense 
of wanting to grasp the unknown and lock it down to knowledge, but in the sense of 
yearning  for the teaching  that only the Other can provide’. This desire  as a state of 
openness creates the space for us to be taught by the Other ‘beyond the capacity of 
the I’ (Levinas, 1991: 51). For students in service learning  contexts  who grasp the 
possibilities  inherent within  Metaphysical Desire, an ethical  relationship with the 
Other becomes sacrificial as a gesture of generosity that is not self-interested, but is 
for the Other (Todd, 2004). 
 
For Biesta (2006), this curiosity and yearning  are part of a pedagogy of interruption 
that  opens  up possibilities  for coming into the world. Because  of the experiential 
nature of service learning and the oft present component of face-to-face encounters, 
coming  into  the  world  may  be  a welcome  possibility  for those  who  desire  ‘the 
dangerous life [where a] fine risk is to be run’ (Levinas, 1981: 120). These ideas are 
expressed clearly in Biesta’s (2004: 317) words: 
 
When I speak with the rational  voice of the community, it is not really me who 
is speaking;  it is the rational  voice of my community. But when  I speak to the 
stranger,  when I expose myself to the stranger,  then I find my own voice, then it 
4 The welcome is defined here as openness to the face-to-face encounter with alterity in the Other. 







is me who has to speak – and no one else can do it for me. [This is my coming into 
the world] 
 
The sketch of a Levinasian  framework  for service learning  presented here seeks to 
work towards  discursive  practices  through engagement with alterity beyond  the 
normative. However, it needs  to be emphasized that the service learning  approach 
suggested  in this article  is not a postmodern attempt at self-betterment and  self- 
cultivation, nor is it an absolute relativist account of difference. As Kirby (2009: 169) 
points out, within a Levinasian framework, ‘justice arises out of, and in service to the 
ethical relation’. 
 
Unlike traditional and  critical  service  learning  approaches, however,  a relational 
service learning  approach cannot be scripted.  That is to say that the idea of justice 
cannot be foretold prior to an encounter with the Other (Biesta, 2003; Kirby, 2009; 
Todd, 2009). Therefore, the way in which justice may be conceived  of in one context 
is likely to be quite  different  to justice conceived  within  a different  context.  Kirby 
uses Levinas’s (1981) distinction between the Saying and the Said to help with this 
understanding. Where the Saying may be defined as an altering encounter with the 
Other, the Said is any thinking and action that is resultant from the Saying. The Said is 
concerned with thoughts and actions that cannot be prejudged or pre-known prior 
to the Saying (encounter). In a relational service learning context, the Said represents 
a momentary settling of thoughts, ideas, and desires that arise out of the Saying. The 
term momentary is emphasized, for there is never truly a settling (Kirby, 2009). There 
is always the need  to return  to the Saying for further  teaching  that in turn informs 
new possibilities  of the Said. Here Biesta (2003: 67) takes us back to the ‘sphere of 
risk’ as he writes of: 
 
… questioning that doesn’t presuppose its own answers. This, I think, suggests a 
pedagogy that is no longer primarily informed  by knowledge,  but by something 
that we may want to refer to as ‘justice’. There is definitely a risk to be run here, 
both for learners and for those who dare to teach. 
 
Referring, as Biesta points out, to justice in this context requires emphasis. The Saying 
and the Said, it is hoped,  will lead to just thoughts and just actions that honour both 
the alterity of the Other, and the altered state of the service learning student. 
Conclusion 
In this concluding section,  I will seek to connect the varied ideas expressed in this 
article into a suggestion towards a relational possibility for service learning that may 
be useful within development education and related educational projects. The need 
to reconsider social justice orientations within discursive frameworks has led to the 
proposal of this relational approach to service learning. Leaning primarily on Biesta’s 
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(2006) idea of a pedagogy of interruption and Todd’s (2004) work on Learning from the 
Other, this post-critical approach to service learning  is concerned with challenging 
traditional and  critical  notions  of the  server–served  dichotomy. In particular, the 
idea of learning  about the Other in order to help the Other is discursively reframed 
to consider instead  how we may be taught  by the Other,  not towards  a project  of 
self-betterment, but rather  towards  a project of relationality and responsibility. 
Following Kirby (2009), I employed the  term  suspension  to highlight  this idea  of 
deferment of self-betterment and  rational  advancement. Additionally,  I also used 
the term  bracketing to emphasize the necessity  of catching  rational  thoughts and 
capturing emotions during a radical encounter with alterity, in order that we do not 
project our own subjectivity onto the Other (Kirby, 2009). 
 
Furthermore, a relational possibility for service learning follows the Levinasian idea 
of a dangerous pedagogy that involves risks to a stable sense of self, and uncertainty 
within an encounter with alterity. I have argued in this article that in order to enable a 
sacrificial, altering encounter with the Other, Metaphysical Desire is required. Kirby 
notes that Metaphysical Desire is that which draws us to the Mystery of the Other, not 
in order to know the Other, but to risk ethical alteration through such an encounter. 
Understanding this idea of Desire opens us up to the possibility of being taught by the 
Other. Finally, I have sought to suggest here a resignifying possibility for development 
education and related educational projects, including  global citizenship education, 
towards  alterity not as seeking sameness, but as seeking difference  as a productive 
and  indispensable force and  preparedness to being altered  by difference.  I intend 
to develop these ideas further, particularly with reference  to the mobilization of 
Metaphysical Desire and the place and role of learning about injustices and traumas 
in education. 
 
Therefore, it is possible  I have argued  here that relational service learning  projects 
based  on post-critical conceptual frameworks  may provide  opportunities for the 
reframing of international (and local) encounters with Others beyond the imperialist 
projects  of benevolence, paternalism, and  the  ‘helping  imperative’. I have sought 
here to consider ways in which service learning students may be taught by the Other, 
in an ethical encounter of responsibility towards the Other, but only where the Other 
extends a welcome. 
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